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ABSTRACT
The present study was conducted within the area of leadership research and
examined aspects of management-subordinate dyads in the Insurance industry. The
aim 0: the study was to explore the proportion of variance of three dependent
variables explained by the dimensions of the quality of Leader-Member Exchange
between managers and subordinates, subordinate's perceived self-efficacy, and an
interaction term comprising these twe dimensions. The three dependent variables
compnsed subordinate job satisfaction, and two measures of subordinate
performance, namely the employee rating scale and a work output measure which
overcame previous research's limitations. Research was conducted on a sample of
broker-consultants CN= 130). Results suggested that the leadership variable (leader-
men.ber exchange) explained a significant proportion of the variance of jab
satisfaction but not in terms of job pertormance measures. Contrary to expectations,
rhe addition of a self-efficacy variable and the t.,iC7 .. i-l10n term did not explain
.dditional variance within the leadership model in terms of work performance and
job satisfaction, with respect to self-efficacy and the interaction term. The
limitations of the study in tC'!n1Sof leadership research will be considered ...
Theoretical and practical implications of the study will also be considered.
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LEADERSHIP
Research suggests that effe ctive leadership i.npacts positively on both work performance
and job satisfaction (Bass, 1990; Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Gibbons, 1992;
Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Lawless & Finch, 1989; Novak, 1984;
Schein, 1980; Yukl, 1989). The effect of leadership on the organisation is apparent in a
number of areas, such as group attitudes (Jones, Gergen, Gumpert & Thibaut, 1965),
group behaviour (Dawson, Messe & Phillips, 1972), leader effectiveness (Fiedler, 1967;
Gibbons, 1992), quality of decision making (Vroom & Yetton, 1973), subordinate
performance (Lawless & Finch, 1989; Greene, 1975) and fol.ower satisfaction (House,
1977; Yukl, 1989). Cogill (1986) suggests that the outcomes of leadership behaviour
affect goal attainment, motivation, productivity, job satisfaction, performance, morale,
turnover and subordinates behaviour within the setting of .he organisation, From this
it is apparent that leadership is a central concept within organisations, as ir can affect a
number of different areas (Schein, 1980; 1984). Most contemporary models of
leadership are still in a primitive stage of development, as these models (e.g.,
managerial grid, situational leadership & leader-match approach) don't consider the
reciprocal relationship between managers and subordinates fully, and the developmental
processes of management are ignored (Dansereau, Graen & Haga, 1975; YuH, 1989).
In the past, traditional leadership approaches (such as the managerial grid and
situational leadership) mainly focused on the impact of leader behaviour on subordinate
outcomes, such as performance and job satisfaction (Dienesch & Liden, 1986;
Hollander, 1985). These leadership approaches ha ve ignored the reciprocal impact of
subordinate performance on the leader and have also ignored the effect of leader
behaviour on job satisfaction (Bass, 1, '\ Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Gist,
1987; Her=cy & Blanchard, 1977). Thus traditional leadership research has mostly
considered leader behaviour, and how it has impacted 01'. subordinates, whilst not
considering how subordinate behaviour impacts on the leadership process (Hollander &
Offermann, 1990). More recently leadership has been explained as a transactional or
social exchange whereby both n.anagers and subordinates contribute to the relationship
(Bass, 1990; Kuhnhert & Lewis, 1987). An exemplar of this approach is the Leader-
Member Exchange (Graen, 1976) approach where emphasis is placed on the dyadic
relationship between managers and subordinates (Novak, 1984). In terns of this
approach, the reciprocal relationship between managers an-i subordinates is a central
concept, as the quality of the leader-subordinate dyad determines the job satisfaction
and work performance achieved (Dienesch & Liden, 1Y86; Hollander & Offermann,
1990).
According to Dienesch and Liden (1986), research on the effectiveness of
leader-member exchange as a leadership approach has generally been more favourable
than che more traditional leadership approaches (e. 5' Blake & Moutons' (1964)
Managerial Grid, Hersey & Blanchards' (1977) Situational Leadership and Fied1ers'
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(1967) Leader - Match Theory), in areas such as the prediction of employee
performance, job satisfaction and turnover (Dienesch & Liden, 19c',6; Graen, Liden &
Hoel, 1982; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; NOV<lk, 1S'~ ~j' Furthermore, the quality of the
leader-member exchange between manager and subordinate determines both leaders'
and subordinates' job performance and job satisfacuoi. (Graen & Cashman, 1975;
Novak, 1984; Serey, 1981).
The effectiveness of an organisation is depe-tde.ir largeJy on the quality of its managers
and leadership (Feldberg, 1981). Organisational leadership is defined as "the exercise
of interpersonal influence or formal authority through the communication process in
order to achieve specified goals or objective:" (F, -dberg, 1981, p.99). According to
Malherbe (1986), the objectives of effective leadership behaviour are to maximise
productivity, to stimulate creative problem solving, to promote morale and satisfaction
and to improve interpersor 1 relationships. Goldstein and Sarcher (1977) contend that
organisational leaders have three overlapping roles. Firstly, there is a technical role,
.ncluding knowledge about methods, processes and procedures within the organisation.
Second, an interpersonal role which includes skills in communication and interpersonal
processes. 1 he leader's ability to influence their subordinates is dependent on the
leaders' perceived trustworthiness and perceived expertise by the subordinates
(Gcldstein & Sorcher, 1977). The maintenance and growth of interpersonal
relationships within the group is a critical function of leaders in organisations
(Hollander & Ouerrnann, 1990). ,"·_cording to Goldstein and Sorcher (1977), the third
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role of organisational leaders relates to the administrative function. Here, the leader is
involved in the administration of their department or organisation by planning the
work, determining policy, providing expertise and initiating rewards and punishment.
According [0 Schein (1984), there are a great number of variables which can affect
organisational leadership. Such variables include the personality of the leader, the
characteristics of the subordinate, organisational level, cultural, political and socio-
economic conditions within the organisation and situational constraints. Malherbe
(1986) suggests that the stage of development of the subordinates, the
leader-subordinate relationship and organisational climate are also .rnportant influences
on effective leadership. Moreover, McCormick and Tiffin (1979) state that differences
in leadership styles can occur due to the nature of the job, the subordinates' perceptions
about the leader and the personal, technic 'I, and administrative support provided to the
subordinate.
There have been a large number of different approaches to the study of leadership
(Hollander, 1985). A short critical review of some of the leadership theories will follow
(see !7igure 1), focusing on the Great Man Approaches, Trait Theory, The Managerial
Grid, Situational Leadership, Leader-Match Theory and Leader-Member Exchange.
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Leadership Approaches
Five major leadership areas will be considered, and a,"? outlined in Figure 1. According
to Hollander (1985), the five major leadership approaches constitute the most
important leadership approaches. Each will he briefly appraised in the following
section. Thereafter it will be argued that the leader member exchange approach
research.
provides the most appropriate description of the leadership process for the present
Figure 1. Leadership approaches considered in present2J,udy.
Focus
1. Traits
~ Concern for people
and production
3. Groups
4. Situations
S. Manager" subordinate
dyads
'---
Theory
1. Great Man Theory
Trait Approach
2. The Managerial Grid
3. Leader-Match Theory
4. Situational Leadership
5. Leader-Member Exchange
(Hollander, 1985)
The Great Man Approach and Trait Theories
One of the earliest approaches to leadership was the "Great, dun" theory, where leaders
were seen as people with \1~ ique qualities or traits necessary lor leadership (Bass, 1090;
Stogdill, 1948). These unique qualities include intelligence and character, The (,It·U!
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Man approach did not persist due to (he underlying assumption that genetic
transmission of behaviour is the sole determinant of behaviour, which ignored
environmental factors impacting on behaviour (Cogill, 1986). This is a simplistic
approach that does not consider the dynamic nature of leadership (Hollander, 1985).
An extension of the Great Man theory is the Trait Approach, which is also based on the
assumption of an hereditary basis of leauership qualities (Hollander & Offermann,
1990). The Trait Approach highlighted specific personal qualities or traits (e.g,
intelligence, extroversir n) that triose people in leadership roles should possess
(Hollander,1985). Cogill (1986) stresses that this approach focused only on the traits
of the leader, and did not consider that leaders may require different abilities and traits
in different situations. Stogdill's (1950) trait approach, classifies leadership into the
following S1>. .itegories, namely, physical, intelligence, personality, social, task related,
and social background, These six categories highlighted different traits that leaders
might exhibit. Cogi:l (1986) disrni s Stogdill's approach an the basis that leaders who
are successful in one situation are not necessarily successful in others. ln a review of
125 leadership studies, Mann (1959) found that the effectiveness of a leader depends
as much on the traits of the len ler, as on the prevalent situation. Also, the great man
approach and trait approaches can hI' criticised as they do not take account of the
unique personality and ability of the subordinate. Hollander and Offermann (1990)
suggest that the manager-subordinate relationship was not properly considered in any
of the trait approaches.
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Leadership Style Theories
The criticism of traits and personal characteristics in leadership theory led to the study
of the overt behaviour of organisational leaders (Hollander & Offermann, 1990) This
resulted 10 an emphasis on both the situations and tasks that leaden. and subordinates
were mutually involved in (Hollander, 1985). Leadership style theories originated in
the Ohio State University studies in the 1940's (Schein, 1980). Researchers attempted
to define precisely what kind of behaviour leaders performed (Schein, 1984). The Ohio
State University research resulted in behaviour being described in terms of two
independent dimensions called "initiating structure" and "consideration". Initiaung
structure concerns the degree to which leaders define and organise tasks, establish
communication networks and evaluate group perfo:mance. Consideration refers to
trust, mutual respect and concern for the welfare of employees (Cogill, 1986).
In support of this approach, Balas (1953) showed that for groups to work effectively,
they ha 1 to be concerned with both task accomplishment and the building and
maintair ing of group relationships. According to Hollander (1985), research on
leadership style theories up to 1974 showed that fifty-four out of seventy-seven studies
supported the two dimensions, namely, initiating structure and consideration. Initiating
structure and consideration were found to be positively related to productivity and job
satisfaction (Argyris, 1971; Argyris, 1976; Bass, 1990; 1111.ke& Mouton, 1980; Blake &
Mouton. 1982; Farris, 1969; Goodson, McGer & Cashman, 1989; Hall, 1976; Hersey &
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Blanchard, 1975; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Kreinik & Colarelli, 1971; Likert, 1967;
Lowin & Craig, 1968; Schein, 1980; Taylor & Lippitt, 1975). According to Blake and
Mouton (1980), initiating structure and consideration are constructs that are key
elements within the leadership domain. The approaches that use initiating structure
and consideration as basic constructs are termed leadership style theories and include
Blake and Mouton's (1964) Managerial Grid and Hersey and Blanchar:i's (1977)
Situational Leadership Theory (Cogill, 1986). These approaches will be discussed
briefly.
The Managerial1_;rid
In 1964, Blake and Mouton extended the Ohio State University constructs of initiating
structure and consideration, into a two-dimensional grid (see Figure 2). The
dimensions were known as a Concern for Production (concern for producing goods and
providing services) and a Concern for People (concern for people includes superiors,
subordinates, colleagues or customers) (Blake & Mouton, 1964). The grid is two-
dimensional with the horizontal dimension representing a concern for production, and
the vertical dimension representing a concern lor people (Bass, 19I}O),
According to Blake and Mouton (1964), these two dimensions yield five generalised
managerial styles in the grid ranging from the 1,1 "impoverished" management style
;ft,
through to the 9,9 "team management" style. Some research has accrued for the 9,9
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management style as being most effective (Argyris, 1971; Blake & Mouton. 1980~lake
& Mouton, 1985; Hall, 1976; Kreinik & Colarc'li, J 971; Likert, 1967; McGregor, 1960).
For example, Kreinik and Colarelli (1971) found that management development through
the utilisation of the managerial grid programme, improved the leadership style
effectiveness in a hospital. According to Blake and Mouton (1964) the 9,9 or "Team
Leadership" approach can be applied across different managerial situations.
Figure 2. The Managerial Grid. I
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(Blake & Mouton, 1980)
Furthermore. Blake and Mouton (1980) contend that tr,~ 9,9 approach is dynamic and
veruu.:!e in irs applications to improve supervisory performance. Argyris (1976)
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supported this contention in research on company presidents. Blake and Mouton
(1980) contend that the 9,9 principles can be applied to any managerial situation which
will result in effective leadership.
Deluga (1987), Hersey and Blanchard (1977), Bernardin and Alvares (1976) and Keller
(1978) criticise Blake and Mouton's (1964) managerial grid due to the lack of
satisfactory empirical ~ ipport. The grid has been questioned methodologically and
conceptually in previous research (e.g. Argyris, 1976; Hall, 1976; Kreinik & Colarelli,
1971; Reiner & Morris, 1987). For example, research on the grid has lacked
appropriate controls as a means of controlling for rival hypotheses. In addition, Blum
and Naylor (1968) suggested, that change could be due to environmental (economic
upswings) or technological (change to automation) variables, as much as due to the
grid. Bernardin and Alvares (1976) suggest that the grid's measuring instruments
provide a questionable method of determining leadership effectiveness. The theory,
which has only two dimensions, was criticised as simplistic (Hollander, 1985). The
managerial grid does not take into accouru situational variables, while assuming that
the 9,9 style fits all situations (Cogill, 1986; Hollander, 1985; McCormick & Tiffin,
I
;i
1979). Another criticism of Blake and Mouton's (1964) managerial grid is that the .'
reciprocal relationship between managers and subordinates IS not considered, as no
subordinate characteristics are seen to impact on managers performance,
behaviour/style and activities (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Thus according to Bernardin
and Alvares (1976), Deluga (1987) and Keller (1978), research has not been able to
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demonstrate conclusively that the managerial grid is a satisfactory model of leadership
as it has both theoretical and empirical limitations.
Due to the theoretical and empirical limitations of the managerial grid, a new direction
in leadership research resulted in the development of the Contingency Approaches
(Fiedler, 196'7). According to Hollander and Offermann (1990), the Contingency
Approaches were more dynamic than the previous leadership style theories in that
subordinates' characteristics were more fully considered. Schein (1980) proposes that
one of the more effective and contemporary contingency theories is Fiedler's
Leader-Match theory.
The Leader-Match Theory
Fiedler's (1967,1971) Leader- Match Theory focuses on leaders of task-oriented groups
(Hollander, 1985). The theoretical basis of the Leader-Match Approach is group theory,
where both the leader and subordinate are important elements within leadership
(Schein, 1980). Fiedler's (1967) major contribution was to shift the emphasis m
leadership research from traits and behaviours to the leader and the context within
which the process of leadership occurs (Cogill, 1986; Hollander & Offermann, 1990).
According to Fiedler (1967), leader group relations (how well leader and member of
group get along), task structure (clarity of steps needed to complete a task) and
position power (amount of legitimate authority available to the leader) describe the
'."
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situational favourableness for the leader (Schein, 1980). Fiedler (1967) developed a
measure of the leader's basic managerial orientation or approach called the Least
Preferred Co-worker measure. The least preferred co-worker measure allows leaders to
consider all the individuals they have worked with, and then specifically determine the
characteristics of the people with whom they worked with least effectively (Ayman &
Cherners, 1983). If the leaders least preferred co-worker score is low, then the leader
considers the subordinates in relatively unfavourable terms, and the leader is thus
primarily interested in effective performance, and is task oriented (Robbins, 1988). A
relationship· oriented leader (a high least preferred co-worker score) is interested in
fostering good personal relationships with his/her co-worker, Each eo . worker, even
their least preferred co-worker, is seen as a worthwhile person (Fiedler, 1967). Leader-
match theory is a style approach to leadership, which incorporates personality factors
within the least preferred co-worker concept (Offermann, 1984). The approach takes
into account influence (position power), and it emphasises the importance of
followership (leader-group relations) (Robbins, 1988).
Muchinsky (1983) reports that research on Fiedler's leader match approach has
highlighted various weaknesses in the theory, such as devoting little attention to
subordinate characteristics (Robbins, 1988; Rice & Kastenbaum, 1983). No attention is
given to the varying technical competencies of either the leader or the subordinates.
According to Robbins (1988), the statistics that Fiedler presents in defense of the model L
are relatively weak. Both Hollander (1985) and Dienesch and Liden (1986) suggest
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that Fiedlers' (1967) Leader-Match Theory is not acceptable as a leadership approach,
as it does not consider the dyadic reciprocal relationship that should exist between
leaders and subordinates. Furthermore, the least preferred co worker instrument is
open to question, as longitudinal studies have shown that respondents' least preferred
co-worker scores are not stable over time (Robbins, 1988).
1he Situational Leadership Theoa
Hersey and Blanchard (1977) formulated their Situational Leadership Theory in
response to the perceived inadequacy of Blake and Mouton's (1964) Managerial Grid
and Fiedler's Leader Match Theory (1967). Situational leadership is based on the two
Ohio State University dimensions, namely concern for people and concern for
production (Gcodson, lYicGee& Cashman, 1989). Hersey and Blanchard (1977) reject
Blake and Mouton's (1964) assertion of an ideal managerial style (i.e., the 9,9
managerial style). It: contrast, Hersey and Blanchard (1977) maintain that managers
will be more effective in attaining personal and organisa.ional goals if they adapt their
leadership styles to meet the needs of the particular situation and the needs of their
subordinates (Bass, 1990).
Hersey and Blanchard's (1977) approach incorporates the two Ohio State University
study's dimensions, namely, consideration (supportive behaviour) and initiating
structure (directive behaviour). An additional variable that is included in Situational
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Leadership is the "Task Maturity" level of the subordinates. Task maturity is defined as
the ability, technical knowledge, self confidence and self respect to do the job (Hersey &
Blanchard, 1977). Later, task maturity v. as redefined by Blancharc' ~1985) as
"Developmental Level", which is "the competence and commitment of your follower(s)
to p .rform a particular task without supervision" (Blanchard, 1985, p.16).
There are four basic leadership styles (see Figure 3) in Situational Leadership namely,
"Directing" (Sl), 'Coaching" (S2), "Supporting" (S3) and uelpgating" (S4) in terms of
quadrants 1 - 4 respectively (Blanchard, 1985). In Style 1, a leader is high on direction
and is low on support. The leader defines roles and goals, provides specific instructions
to the follower and closely supervises task accomplishment (Blanchard, 1985). The
developmental level of the subordinate is low. In Style 2, the leader is high on both
direction and support. The leader explains decisions and encourages suggestions from
followers, but continues to direct task accomplishment (Blanchard, 1985). Style 3
leaders show low direction and highly supportive behaviour. The leaders and followers
make joint decisions resulting in the leader supporting the followers efforts towards task
accomplishment (Blanchard, 198v). In Style 2 and Style 3, the developmental level of
the subordinate is moderate. Finally, in Style 4, low support and low direction is
provided, as decisions and responsibility for implementation now fall in the hands of the
subordinates (Blanchard, 1985). With Style 4 subordinates, the development level is
high as the subordinates have optimal competence and commitment to the different
tasks.
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?igure 3. Hersey and Blanchard's Basic Leadership Behaviour Styles
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(Blanchard, 1985, p.14)
According to Blanchard (1985), each leadership style is dependent on the
developmental level of the follower and is related to a specific development level (see
Fig. 4). When integrating leadership styles and development levels, different
approaches to decision making and problem solving result (e.g. directing, coaching,
supporting and delegating) (Blar.chard, 19B5).
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(B1. p..:hard, 1985, p.1S)
According to Schein (1980), the lack of independent research on Hersey and
Blanchard's (1977) model has limited its generalisability (Schein, 1980). Schein (1980)
suggests that situational leadership assumes that leadership behaviour can be improved
simply by properly diagnosing 011{,\ own style, the characteristics (If one's task and Ule
characteristics of the subordinates. This results in the leader responding to these
16
characteristics. The Hersey and Blanchard (1977) approach does not consider the
behavioural flexibility of both the leaders and subordinates, and does not consider the
reciprocal relationship that exists between leaders and subordinates (Blank, Weitzel &
Green, 1990; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Schein, 19(0).
Criticism nUhe eqrl.yJ_,('adersh~ro'l£he~
Five major leadership theories have been considered (i.e. Great Man Theory, Trait
Approach, Managerial Grid, Situational Leadership, and Leader-Match 1'1 .ory). In
summary, the "great man" approach only regarded certain qualities or traits as a cause
of behaviour with no recognition of the organisational/industrial environment (Cogill,
1986). The subsequent trait approach proposed by Stogdill (1948) was dismissed as
leaders who were successful in certain situations were not necessarily successful in
others (Bass, 199D; Hollander, 19~5). Also, in terms of this approach, a leader did not
necessarily exhibit all the same traits as another leader (Ccgill, 1986).
The Blake and Mouton (1964) Managerial Grid is a tW0 dimensional grid (concern for
production and concern for people) that determines five generalised managerial styles
(Bass, 1990). Each manager usc's a specific managerial style when managing
subordinates, regardless of the <ituation (Hollander, 1985). Deluga (1988), Hersey and
Blanchard (1977), Bernardin and Alvares (1976) and Keller (1978) criticise the Blake
and Mouton (1964) managerial grid as 111('grid was questionable methodologically and
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theoretically. The grid considered leadership from the lenders' perspective only whilst
being based on only two dimensions. The leader-match theory formulated by Fiedler
(1967) has devoted little attention to the diagnosis of subordinate characteristics. In
terms of this approach, the technical competence of the leader or subordinate is
assumed, thus ignoring a possible key area in poor leade. - subordinate relationships
(Schein, 1980). Hersey and Blanchard's (1977) Situational Leadership approach
incorporated the two Ohio State University dimensions (consideration and initiating
structure) whilst including an additional variable, namely, subordinate maturity
(Schein, 1980). Hersey and Blanchard', (1':)77) situational approach has not been
subjected to satisiacrorv independent research thus lir iring its generalisability (Bass,
1990). Situational leadership does not consider the reciprocal relationship between
managers and subordinates, as it considers leadership from solely the leaders
perspective (Schein, 1980).
Most leadership approaches an' considered within the "Average Leadership Style"
approaches (Dienesch & Udell, : 986). I'he "Average Leadership Style" approaches are
the most widely used in contemporary organisational leadership and include the Blake
and Mouton (1964) managerial grid, Fiedlers (1967) leudcr-rnutch approach and Hersey
and Blanchard's (1977) situational leadership model (Gruen & Cashman, 1975; limen,
Dansereau & Minami, 1972; Hollander, 1985). Dienesch and Liden (1986) claim that
average leadership style model leaders should act in a relatively uniform manner
towards all subordinates and that leaders' behaviour can hf' described as varying over H
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number of dimensions, such as initiating structure and consideration (Graen &
Cashman, 1975) Research on initiating structure and consideration take into account
the average lcrdership style (Graen, Dansereau & Minami, 1972).
According to Dienrsrh and Liden (1986), ~:'seurch on average leadership style has
focr -d almost exclusively on a leader's typ 'II behaviour towards subordinates. In the
average ll'adf'r~h1M.approach, any deviations from the norm i-i the perceptions of the
'avera ,)~' leaders is treated as a statistical error and is ignored (Dienesch
~l)). DUe .v 1'('1111,Gruen and Hag-i (1975) contend that the use of the
" Pt·, dg(' leade-rship r: ~If"~ approach is the r,'ason for the slow progress of leadership
research in lilt last th't'~.,y' years. Gr aen, Dansereau and Minami (1972) suggest that
research '11 the two dimensions of leadership style proposed and operationalised by the
Ohio Sf ate researchers, only considers tile point of view of the leader. According to
Bass (1990), previous research on leadership theories (e.g. Blake & Mouton, 1964;
Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 19:',) ht, 1I0t been satisfactory 0;- sufficiently
extensive. Traditional leadership research has also overlooked the dyadic relationships
between leaders and subordinates in an organisation (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
According to Novak (1984), the quality of the dyadic relationship that exists between
manager and subordinate must be central in leadership research. This is because
previous approaches have tended to ignore this reciprocal re lationship, and examine
leadership solely from the leader's perspective (Gist, 1987). Each member of the dyad
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can affect the other member of the dyad's performance and job satisfaction (Graen,
1978). An approach that addresses this issue is Leader-Member Exchange. Leader-
member exchange is a leadership approach that focuses on the reciprocal relationship
between managers and subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Research on leader-
member exchange as a viable leadership approach l.as been satisfactory (Dienesch &
Liden, 1986; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen, 1978; Graen, Liden & Heel, 1982;
Novak, 1984), as opposed to the research on the traditional leadership approaches
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Hollander, 1985; Reiner & Morris, 1987; Schein, 1980).
Thus it is contended that leader-member exchange is a more appropriate leadership
approach and is therefore used in the present study.
The Leader-Member Exchange Model
Bass (1990) suggest- that a high quality leader-member exchange dyad has a positive
effect on job performance, job satisfaction, prediction of employee turnover and
attitudes each member brings to the job. Leader-member exchange> emphasises the
interaction of managers and subordinates in a reciprocal relationship (Scandura &
Graen, 1984). The dynamics of processes, such as reciprocal relationships, producing
social structures between people in hierarchical organisations has been termed "role
making" (Graen, 1983). The leader-member exchange approach to le .Iership is
grounded in the domain of rol« theory (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
..
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Jl.ole Theory
In role theory, roles are often ambiguously and incompletely specified and need to be
clearly defined by the organisation's participants (Graen, Orris and Johnson, 1973).
Within organisations, employees accomplish their work through roles, which are sets of
behaviours that are expected of people occupying certain positions (Graen, 1983). In
organisations, there are many s=ts of behaviours which impact on different tasks.
Complex tasks are typically divided within organisations into specialised activities
whereby certain activities become assigned to particular roles. In organisations, people
are involved in a range of different roles, which when integrated with each other, result
in the product or service provided (Graen, 1983).
Graen (1983) proposes that the determinants of role making are threefold, namely,
physical/technological systems, social/cultural systems and the people involved in the
role making (constraints and demands imposed by the accepted beliefs of the leader and
subordinate). Organisational survival is dependent on the ability of leaders and
subordinates to cope and adapt to the changing demands of the environment
j.'
Ii
(Hollander, 1985). Katz and Kahn (1978) proposed that the behaviour of a person in
their organisational role is a function of role pressures, intrinsic satisfactions and
occupational Identity (Graen, 1983).
Research on role making in leader - member dyads has indicated a consistent pattern of
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positive leader - member transactions (Scandura & Graen, 1984). Role making can
involv= the functional interdependence between a person in a management position
and one in a follower's position and thus be described as a dyadic process (Graen &
Cashman, 1975). Leaders often communicate expectations to the member of
appropriate role behaviour. These are known as role expectations, which can influence
the members' behaviour. The consistency of the interpretation of roles by both the
managers and subordinates may impact on the role expectations and determine the
quality of the leader-member dyad (Graen, 1983).
The Leader-Member Exchange Dyad
The leader-member exchange leadership approach is an operationalisation of Graen's
(1983) role making process and an extension of Vertical Dyad Linkage Theory (Bass,
1990; Dansereau, Cashman & Graen, 1973; Dienesch & Liden, 1986). In previous
leadership research, little emphasis was placed on the dyadic relationship between
managers and subordinates (Novak, 1984), whilst a transactional approach such as
leader-member exchange gives special emphasis to the significance of followers
perceptions of the leader (Hollander & Offermann, 1990). Vertical dyad exchange
research initially used the term "negotiating latitude" to describe the quality of dyadic
relationships between managers and subordinates. The term "Negotiating Latitude" is
defined as the subordinate's perceptions of the job and the manager's willingness
(regardless of formal authority) to j.ersonally assist in solving subot dinates' job
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problems (Novak, 1(84). The effectiveness of the dyadic relationship depends on the
quality of the exchange between the leader (supervisor) and the member (subordinate)
(Dansereau, Gruen & Haga, 1975; !l-illander & Offermann, 1990; Novak, 1984; Vecchio
& Gobdel, 1984). The quality of the dyadic exchange between leader and subordinate
has been found to be an effective predictor of increased employee performance, decision
influence, loyalty and job satisfaction and decreased turnover (Cashman, Dansereau,
Graen & Haga, 1976; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982; Dienesch
& Liden, 1986; Novak, 1984).
According to Dienesch and Liden (1986), leader-member exchange provides a more
complete picture (conceptually and empirically) than other leadership processes, such as
the managerial grid and situational leadership. Leader-member exchange emphasises
the relationship between the leaders and the subordinates as well as their interactions
which should result in a positive impact on job performance and job satisfaction
(Novak, 1984). A manager can have different quality relationships with different
subordinates, in terms of leader-member exchange (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
Leader-member exchange consists of the combination of the characteristics of the actors
i.
,f
(leaden. and subordinates - e.g., attitudes, abilities, background, appearanre,
experience), their behaviours, and their social context (Graen, 1978). The supervisors
and subordinates must perceive each others' resources as necessary and beneficial for
reciprocal influence to occur.
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The theoretical basis of leader-member exchange theory comprises the concept of a
negotiated organisational role (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). The leader - member
interpersonal exchange relationship determines the type of role the subordinate will
play within a particular dyad in regard to his/her leader and contemporaries (Dienesch
& Liden, 1986). A series of role - making episodes with different organisational
elements allows individuals to define what their role behaviours will be (Graen, 1978;
Graen, Orris & Johnson, 1973).
The leader-member exchange process involves three general components" namely, the
actor parameters, the behavioural parameters and the contextual parameters (Graen,
1978; Novak, 1984). The first component (i.e., actor parameters) includes personal
characteristics of the leader and the member (e.g., trustworthiness and expertise). The
second component concerns the behavioral parameters of the leader and the member.
These parameters may relate specifically to coping with uncertainty when, for example,
a manager deals with unanticipated problems such as breakdowns, shortages and
slowdowns (Novak, 1984). The third component relates to the contextual parameters
which refer to the context of the behaviours in which the leader-member exchange
occurs (Novak, 1984). These components will be discussed later.
In terms of the leader-member exchange model, each leader esiablishes dyadic
relationships with each subordinate, ranging from a low quality to high quality
relationship (Hollander & Offermann, 1990). Novak (19R4) describes a high quality
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relationship as one in which more than the basic requirements of the formal contract
are offered by both parties (e.g., high trust, high support, formal rewards). The low
type of exchange (i.e. less supervision) is strongly dependent on the formal contract,
[Tomboth the leader's and subordinates' points of view and includes low trust and low
support (Novak, 19f For a high quality relationship to exist, the leader must
determine who, among his/her subordinates, are capable of entering such a relationship
and the possible strength of the relationship that can be entered into with each
subordinate (Graen, 1976). Both the leaders and subordinates need to get to know
more about the resources the other party has to offer (e.g., benefits that can be given to
subordinates; and loyalty and skills available to the leader) (Dansereau, Graen & Haga,
1975).
Dienesch and Liden (1986) assert that the quality of leader-member exchanges can be
divided into two basic categories, the in-group and the out-group. The in-group
category is characterised by high trust, interaction, support, and both formal and
informal rewards (Bass, 1990). In organisations a reward system is crucial, as rewards
linked to job performance can impact positively on job satisfaction (Dienesch & Lider ,
1986). The out-group is characterised by low trust, interaction, support and rewards
(Bass, 19(0). According to Liden and Graen (1980), membership in these groups form
soon after the initial interaction and generally remain stable after formation (Liden &
Graen,1980). Vecchio and Gobdel (1984) have noted that the in-group and out-group
approach has treated leader-member exchange as a dichotomous variab'r qather,
25
Dienesch and Liden (1986) contend that leader-member exchange should be treated as
a continuous variable, as exchanges between leaders and subonlinates do not fit into a
single dimension and may vary between the extremes of 'good' and 'bad' exchanges on
the dyadic continuum.
The existence of unique relationships between leaders and each subordinate has been
supported in the literature (Bass, 1990; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery & Steiner,
1990; Graen, Liden & Heel, 1982; Graen, Novak & Sornmerkarnp, 1982; Graen &
Schiemann, 1978; Scandura & Graen, 1984; Vecchio, 1982)). However, little is known
of the process that occurs between leaders and subordinates that results in a particular
type or quality of exchange. Most leader-member exchange models (e.g. Danserau et al,
1975; Graen, 1976; Liden & Graen, 1980; : .vak, 1984) are structural models that are
static. These models do not reflect the dynamic nature that leader - member
relationships follow. They do not show the development that occurs in the forging of
effective leader - member dyads. Structural models identify parameters that influence
behaviour, whilst specifying the form (or structure) of that influence within
orga.nisations, and are useful for suggesting systemic changes (Thomas, 1976). A
process oriented model examines internal dynamics, whereby events must be identified,
and .he effects of each event on subsequent events must be considered. Dienesch and
Liden (1986) present a process-oriented model of the development of leader-member
exchange.
v
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The Diene~c:h and Lidell Leader-Member Exchange Model
A contemporary exemplar of a leader-member exchange model was developed by
Dienesch and Liden (1986) using a reciprocal causation framework from literature of
attribution theory, role theory, leadership theory and social exchar ge theory (see figure
5). The Dienesch and Liden (1986) model of leader-member exchange consists of a
number of developmental stages. In the interaction stage, the first leader - member
interaction, which is dependent on the leaders' and subordinates' current roles takes
place (Dockery & Steiner, 1990). According to Dienesch and Liden (1986), this initial
interaction brings together the unique attitudes, abilities, personality, experience, age
and background of the subordinate and leader, as well as initial feelings of
trustworthin=ss and expertise of each member. Trustworthiness, when developed, is a
major factor in interp-rsonal relationships (McCormick & Tiffin, 1979). The
subordinate will only accept managers' offers (e.g. benefits such as time off), if the
subordinate pe'~e:,es that the leader can be trusted to produce the offered resources
(Dicnesch &. ;dpn, 1986).
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_EWre 5. Model of the lemier-memlwr exchange devdop.l1wntal process
-------_._
1_"
I
•
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986, p. 627)
According to Dienesch and Liden (1986), the initial interaction stage of leader-member
exchange may be of even mort' importance to the organisation. This is i.1 the case of a
new manager or subordinate to the organisation as opposed to longer serving managers
or subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). New members to the organisation (as
opposed to members with long service tenure in the organisation) ne-d more support
and information about the organisation. Furthermore, new members to the
organisation would rely '1l1 the leader as a major source of support an. information
(Louis, Posner & Powell, 1983). 'Pw socialiv.tior into the organisation and the
development of a leader-member exchange relationship, with either a :1l'W superior or
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new subordinate (or both), occur as two concurrent and interrelated processes
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
Dienesch and Liden (1986) contend that a direct relationship can exist between the
initial interaction of th= manager and subordinate, and the nature of the exchange ~the
final stage of the model). This direct relationship can occur when the leader is
impressed with the individual's characteristics, abilities. background or experience. The
leader-member exchange relationship results from the initial interaction where the
supervisor and subordinate have built up a healthy and respectful regard for each other
(Dockery & Steiner, 1990).
The second major variable in the model is leader delegation (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
ThE' leader delegates either a trial assignment or an initial set of duties to the
subordinate. These duties arc chosen by the manager, taking into account the leaders
perception of the role definition of the member's in the organisation (Dicnesch & Liden,
1986). The duties serve as a test of the leaders perceptions in regard to the member,
based on the perceptions developed in the initial interaction. The leader, at this stage,
is essentially delegating tasks, duties and responsibilities to the member/subordinate, as
I.l means of testing the subordinates knowledge, skills and personality. ';'his assists in
the development of the leader . member dyad.
The third stage in the model is tilt' member's behaviour in response to tlw leader's
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delegation of task, duty and responsibility. This is the major input of the member into
the leader-member exchange relationship. A major determinant of the member's
behaviour involves the perceived equity in the exchange with their leader (Dienesch &
Liden, 1986). A member's perception of the leader as a source of individualised
assisnnce is .! sign of positive exchange occurring. When a positive exchange occurs,
influence is established over and alx.ve the leaders formal authority, thus eliciting extra-
contractual behaviour from the subordinate such as increased loyalty and increased
effort (Novak, 1984). Extra-contractual behaviours include coping with unanticipated
problems, availability (i.e., providirg immediate assistance) and irreplaceability (the
leader's comparative value to the subordinate as compared to other leaders). ln extra-
contractual behaviour, the leader ran provide greater job latitude (e.g., increased
responsibility) to the subordinate in exchange for high levels of effort, commitment and
performance from the subordinate/s (Graen & Schiemann, 1978). The competency of
the subordinate is important in t-rrns of the individual's output or performance, as this
may positively or negatively affect the leader-member exchange relationship (Novak,
1984).
Leaders' attributions of members' behaviour is the next developmental process in the
model. This involves HI leader's attempt to interpret, understand or explain a member's
behaviour (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Leaders' responses may be affected by
attributions such as distortions and biases provided by the subordinate. Members have
many possible actions that may influence .ntl.er their leaders or subordinates. Kipnir;
ao
Schmidt Et Wilkinson (1980) report that subjects used three hundred and seventy
influence tactics, such as praising the superior and comparing the superior to others, of
which 62% were directed at superiors as a means of getting their superior to do
something the subordinates wanted.
Dienesch and Liden's (1986) model indicates that contextual influences on
leader-member exchange, are important organisational factors or constraints affecting
managers' interaction, and the exchange of resources, with subordinates. Contextual
factors relevant to leader-member exchange development are formal task discretion,
control over organisational resources, work group composition, a leaders power,
centrality and organisational policies and culture (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). There is a
limit to the number of subordinates that a leader can manage effectively. This impacts
on the quality of the leader-member exchange relationship as the leader will not be able
to give each relationship an equal and fair amount of time (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
Graen, Cashman, Ginsburgh and Schiemann (197"7) found thai leaders with poor
relationships with their superiors had less to offer their: ubordinates in terms of
direction, resources and autonomy than those with good relationships with their
superiors. Leaders with poor relationships with their subordinates have little resources
to offer their subordinates, which will cause a decrease in subordinate job satisfacr.on
(Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Organisational policies might also ir.iluence the context of
leader-member exchange behaviours, as regards appropriate responses for given
behaviours, as managers might have to follow certain gu .delines in managing their
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subordinates (Gracn & Liden, 1980). An example is where policies might prohibit
managers from providing certain benefits to all subordinates such as travel allowances.
The Dienesch and Liden (1986) model suggests that there are a number of outcomes for
the managers, subordinates and organisations, that can n sult from high quality
leader-member exchanges. These include increased leader and subordinate
performance, increased decision influence, increased satisfaction, fewer job problems,
organise tional commitment, increased responsiveness by both exchange members and
increased contributions by both the leader and the subordinate (Dienesch & Liden,
1986; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen et al, 1')77; Graen & Liden,1980; Graen &
Schiemann, 1978; Novak, 1984). The Dienesch and Liden (1986) approach provides no
explanation of what results in the nature of the exchange, and how a high or low
quality dyadic exchange results. But Dienesch and Liden (1986) do suggest that after
the quality of exchange has been determined, the reciprocal process between lea. oX' and
member will continue when a positive dyadic relationship exists between \"1: If'ader and
subordinate. When the leader has negative perceptions of the subordinate however, the
subordinate will have little confidence or faith in the ieader if awareness of such
perceptions occur (Baron, 1988). Research has typically supported the effectiveness of
the leader-member exchange leadership approach in industry (Cashman, Dansereau,
Graen & Haga, 1976; Dansereau, Graen l:ltHaga, 1975; Dockery & Slci cr, 1990; Graen
& Cashman, 1975; Graen, Novak & Sornrr.erkarnp, 1982; C;1 ,,('T' :v c,"hitmann, ] 978;
Liden & Graen, 1980' Novak, 1984; Vecchio & Gobd.}, li(4).
3"..
Research on the Le~er-Member Exchange Model
Research on leader - member dyads and on the outcomes of leader - member dyads has
been the focus of most leader- member exchange research (Dansereau, Graen & Haga,
1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, Novak & Sommerkarnp, 1982; Graen &
Schiemann, 1978; Liden & Graen, 1980). The following sec tion will consider research
on both the concept of the leader - mernbei 'yael and on the outcomes of leader -
member dyads in the leader-member exchange leadership approach.
Dansereau, Green and Hagu (1975~ tested the concept of the "in-group" and the
"out-group" categorisation in terms of the dyadic leader-mern ber exchange. Perceptions
of the quality of the exchange were measured from both the leaders' and sui.ordinates'
points of view (Dansereau et al., 1986). In this study, the "in-group" leader-member
exchange (higher negotiating latitude) reported that the leader provided more attention
and decision influence to the subordinate and effective ' nterpersonal relationships resu.lt
in positive attitudes towards the leaders' technical competence and higher overall
subordinate satisfaction (Dansereau et al, ] 975). ('1"en and Schiemann (1978) found
that there was greater agreement among each leader and subordinate regarding their
relating to mutually experienced events for the "in-group" leader-member exchange
model, as compared to "out-group" dyads, thus showing the "in-group" categorisation to
be optimal.
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Vecchio and Gobdel (1984) investigated the vertical dyad linkage model and found that
in-group status was associated with higher work performance ratings, reduction in the
desire to quit a job and increased satisfaction with supervision. Liden and Graen
(1980) found that the leader and member dimensions involved in leader-member
exchange could not be separated into two groups (in-group and out-group), but varied
over a continuum between high quality exchanges and low quality exchanges.
Kemelgor (1982) found that subordinates had greater job satisfaction when their values
were similar ro their supervisors. A link between value similarity (between leader and
member) and the positive development of the leader member exchange may exist,
strengthening the need for people with similar value systems to work together. Steiner
(1988) also found great similarity between supervisor and subordinate values in the
United States and France. This was perceived in the leader-member exchange
relationships which highlighted the cross cultural applications of the approach. To
support their contentions that leader-member exchange is a far more effective
leadership approach than the traditional leadership approaches. Graer.. Liden and Heel
(1982) made comparisons in a large public organisation between a leader-member
exchange model and an 'average leadership style' approach with regard to the prediction
of labour turnover. The quality of the leader-member exchange relationships in
organisations was a more effective predictor of employee turnover than average
leadership style and thus impacted positively on job satisfaction and work performance
(Graen, Liden & Hoel, 1982). Kaierberg and Hom (I981) investigated within-group
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and between-group variation by testing possible artificial inflation of the leader member
exchange results by removing between group variation. In this process between group
variance differences are included. as well as the within group differences. Results
showed that the dyadic or within-group variation in the leaders behaviour continued to
impact on job performance and job sctisfacrion, even when the between-groups effects
on leadership are removed.
Liden and Graen (1980) found that the in-group ....,(~ntbers(high quality exchange) in
the leader- member exchange relationship received more communication (such as
encouragement) from leaders with regard to administrative decision making and
support and thus showed a greater willingness to contribute to the work unit (Novak,
1984). Higher performance (in terms of achieving the departments objectives) was also
found to be achieved from the in-group category (Liden & Graen, 1980).
Scandura and Graen (1984) evaluated the effects of a leadership intervention
programme, based on the leader-member exchange model, whereby the effects of the
intervention programme were highly related to the initial quality (i.e. high quality
members) of the leader-member exchange relationship (Dockery & Steiner, 1990).
Initially, Scandura and Graen (1984) found that leader-member exchange groups with
moderate quality exchanges showed signiJicant gains in productivity, job satisfaction
and supervisor satisfaction, thus highlighting the benefits of an effective intervention
programme.
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Research has also considered the outcomes of the leader-member exchange process.
Graen, Novak and Sommerkarnp (1982) found that leader-member exchange impacted
positively on job satisfaction and productivity. Dienesch and Liden (198,5) found that
the leader-member exchange and performance relationship (in a high quality exchange)
WRS still low. This strenyrhened Graen's (1982) suggestion that additional research in
the area is required, utilising new variables that have not previously been considered.
Dienesch and Liden (J 986) argue that leader-member exchange gives a more complete
picture of the range of leadership processes than the 'average leadership .ryles' as it
considers the dyadic relationship between leaders and subordinates as well as the
developmental process between the leaders and subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
Leader-me nber exchange should proauce better results in work performance and job
satisfaction in the organisational setting due to its consideration of the re ciprocal
relationship between the leader and the subordinate and also due to its sound
theoretical base (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). The leader-member dyad can impact
positively ::n work performance, thus resulting in improved job satisfaction (Bass, 1990;
Dienesch ~lrLiden, 19,~\6; Dockery & Steiner, ,990; Graen, 197H, ('LI,'n & Cashman,
1975; Graen, Liden & Hoel, 1982; Novak, 1984; Serey, 1981).
Schein (1980) has suggested that because the relationship between effective leadership
and job performance typically exhibits low correlations, additional variables need to be
considered to explain more variance in terms of job satisfaction and work performance.
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An expanded model of leadership needs to be developed which will assist in
strengthening the leadership outcomes, namely job satisfaction and work performance.
The present study will consider the self-efficacy variable in the leadership model, and
the importance ()f self-efficacy will be explained.
Leader-MemIJer Exchange and Self-Efficacy
Leadership theory needs to consider both the leaders and subordinates individual
characteristics (interests, attitudes, needs), job characteristics (intrinsic rewards,
autonomy, feedback, technological determinants) and work environment characteristics
(organisational climate, general rewards, peers, supervisors, subordinates) (Steers &
Porter, 1987). The leader-member exchange approach considers mostly individual and
work environment characteristics, as well as considering the reciprocal and dyadic
relationship between lenders and subordinates (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Additional
variables need to be considered in conjunction with leadership as a means of explaining
more of the variance in job performance and job satisfaction than traditional leadership
approaches. A relationship exists between effective leadership and job performance
(Bass, 1990; Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard. 1977;
Hollander & Offermann, 199C' Katz 8( Kahn, 1978; Novak, 1984; Schein, 1980).
Schein (1980) contends that the relationship between effective leadership and work
performance is not satisfactory due to low correlations achieved between leadership and
work performance, Such low correlations suggest a need to consider additional
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variables in the leadership model that can explain the leadership - performance
relationship more fully. Self-efficacy is a variable which has not been previously
considered in the leader. tip domain, and might assist in better explaining the outcomes
(performance and job satisfaction) of leader-member exchange in a new leadership
model (Hollander, 1985).
One variable frequently associated with the construct of work performance is Bandura'r
(1977a) concept of Self-Efficacy (Bandura, 1977a; Barling & Beattie, 1983; Bouchard,
1990; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Locke, Frederick, Lee & Bobko, 1984). Self-efficacy
has also been associated with increased sales performance (Beattie, 11)81; Lee & Gillen,
1989), high goal setting (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; 1984; 1986; Schunk, 1990) and
optimal job satisfaction (Hackett & Betz, 1981). A central concept in Bandura's
(1977a; 1986) social learning theory is self-efficacy, namely e person's belief in his/her
capability to perform a task.
In terms of the leader-member exchange model, the initial interaction between the
leader and subordinate in the Dienesch and Liden (1986) Leader-Member Exchange
model results in the manager and subordinate each bringing their unique physical
characteristics, attitudes, appearance, abilities, personality, age. and background to the
meeting. This dyadic relationship may be affected in two ways. Firstly, the manager
might view the subordinate's personal characteristics subjectively (either positively or
negatively), resulting in an inaccurate perception of the subordinate (Dienesch l~ Liden,
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1986). Secondly, the leader's characteristics might impact on the efficacy of a
subordinate, resulting in th= subordinate exhibiting low efficacy. 1.1 110.h .ases less
thar optimal exchanges might occur (Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
With reference to the Dienesch and Liden 0986; model, the personal construct of .he
"member" or "leader" in the present study does not include the self-efficacy of the
"member" or "leader". Self efficacy is a cognitive mechanism mediating behaviour
change (Barling & Beattie, 1983), and, as a conceptually separate variable tv the
member characteristics of the leader-member exchange model (Dienesch & Liden,
1986), may assist in the leader-member exchange model becoming n more effective
approach in improving job satisfaction and work performance. The personal
characteristics of the leader-member exchange model that each member brings to the
leader-member dyad is de.ermined by each members perception of the other (Dienesch
& Liden, 1986), rather than how each member perceives themselves. Whereas "leader"
and "member" characterisi s influence how the manager and subordinate perceive each
other in the dyadic relationship, the construct of self-efficacy influences the perceptions
that the manager and subordinate have of themselves. As self-efficacy reflects
subordinates' perceptions of their own abilities to do ~ task, and it is conceptually
independent of the personal characteristics included in the leader-member exchange
model, it is argued thai it is appropriate to use both self-efficacy and leader-member
exchanges as separate constructs.
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Thus it is argued that self-efficacy is an additional variable that might assist in better
explaining the relationship between effective leadership and the leadership outcomes,
such as job satisfaction and work performance'. The' interaction of self-efficacy with
leader-member exchange may assist in leader-member exchange becoming a more
effective approach in determining jol. sa.isfaction and work performance. In the
following section the concept of self-efficacy theory will be discussed, followed by a
review of research on self-efficacy.
SOCIAL LEARNINC nIEORY, SELF EFFICACY AND
SELF-EFFICACY RESEARCII
Social Learning Theory emphasises the' prominent role' played by behavioral fac .ors,
environmental factors and cognitive (vicarious, symbolic and -elf regulatory) processes
in psychok .'iic~il functioning (Bnndura, 1(86). Within social learning theory, S{'IJ-
efficacy theory is a prime cognitive construct (Pandura, 1977a).
S.Qrial I,t'at.:.ning Theory
The exclusive concern in many psychological tlWOI;PS is that exnectations influence
40
.;j
actions, by focusing almost entirely on outcome expectations (Bandura, 1978; 1')tHl).
This exclusive concern with outcome expectations can he traced t.: Tolman's theory
(1932; 19S 1) which interpreted learning as i: development of expectations that
behaviour would produce' outcomes. In conn ast, many theories (e.g. Maier & Seligman,
1976) view learning as habit acquisition (Bur dura, 1978). v.Jence expectancy theory is
similar to Tolman's (19S 1) approach that I)('r aviour will produce certain outcomes.
Social learning theory is concerned with both the acquisition of cognitive and
behavioral competencies as well a~ with the ~nowledge of how behaviour results in
certain outcomes. Social! earr.ing Theory (Bandura, 197B) can be applied to
organisational behaviour and is depicted by tli~' model in Figure 6.
Within an organisational environment, ernployve behaviour affects and is affected by
the individuals cognitive PI'OCl'SS(,S, the environment and the interaction between the
person and the environment (Davis & Luthans, 1980). Mischel (1973) suggests that
the focus in social learning theory has shifted fr im comparisons and generalisations of
what individuals art' like, to an evaluation of whit they do, both behaviourally and
cognitively, within their specific environments. :';ocial learning theory differs from
previous l;" ories (such as rnultirnodal behaviour therapy and behaviour modification)
by explaining behaviour in terms of a reciprocal imcruction between ,he person, the
environment and the behaviour itself (Bandura, 19771», From social learning theory,
Bandura (1977a; ; 977b; 1978; 1(86) developed an inregrutive theory of bchuviour,
namely self-efficacy theory. i ne following section deals with self-efficacy theory, its
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relevant criticisms and related research.
Figure 6.,:._Model of social .kg_mIn2...theOl:Y_Q.f_.:!rganisations.
Organisational purticipant
(includes cognitive nrocesses)
/'
./
Organisational Environment (includes
behaviour other organisational
participants and
variables)
(!)avis & Luthans, 19~P, p. 284)
Self-Efficacy TbeoJ:Y
Self-Efficacy theory has evolved as an appendage of social learning theory, whereby an
integrative approach combining the cognitive loci of operations, :wrsonal factors and
symbolic act. .y has been Cannulated, resulting in an integrated theory of behaviour
(Bandura, 197711: 1977b; 19tH); Beattie, 1981). The concept of perceived self-efficacy
\ 15 introduced by Bandura (1977) as "an integrative theoretical framework to explain
and predict psychological changes achieved by different modes of treatment" (p. 191).
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Perceived efficacy can affect behaviour by influencing a person's choice of activities,
such as goal setting and by influencing environmental settings (Bandura, 1978). Self-
efficacy is not the sole determinant of behaviour as cognitive proo 55'.'5, reinforcement
and modelling also affect behaviour (Bandura, 1986).
Perceptions of self-efficacy influence choices of behaviour once people have judged their
own capabilities (Bandura, 1978). People undertake and perform activities they judge
themselves capable of managing, whilst avoiding tasks they believe exceed their coping
capabilities (Bandura, 1(86). Schunk (1979) advocates that the stronger the perceived
self-efficacy, the more vigorous and persistent are the efforts to complete the activity.
The n.ore dependable the experiential sources (performance accomplishments, vicarious
experience, verbal persuarion and emotional arousal) the greater are the likely changer.
in perceived self-efficacy (Bandura, 1971~1)). Bandura (1978) stresses that the greater
the perceived inefficacy, the higher the self generated distress on any given task or
behaviour. Self percep, ions of efficacy are good predictors of how people are likely to
behave and the extent of emotional arousal they will experience on specific tasks
(Bandura, 1981; 1986).
Se '·Efficacy theory deals in the area of expectancies in social learning theory. Self-
(:,;:~acy defines two expectancies, efficacy expectancies and response-outcome
expectancies. Efficacy expectancies an' defined as judgements of " how well one can
execute courses of action required to deal with prospective situations" (Bandura, J 982,
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p. 122). An efficacy expectation refers to an individual's conviction that he or she can
execute the behaviour required to produce H certain outcome (Cong. i Oc Kanungo,
1988). Barling and Beattie : 1983) propose hat <elf-efficacy beliefs s(." .. c.i cognitive
mechanisms mediatir g behaviour change. In contrast, outcome expectancy is defined
by Bandura (1977a) us "a person's estimate that a given behaviour will lead to certain
outcomes" (p. 79). Pandura (1977b) states that efficacy expectancies and response-
outcome expectancies diff er. For example, individuals could believe that particular
actions will produce certain outcomes, such as goal attainment. If they doubt their
ability to perform th- activities, then such information does not influence their
behaviour. Conger and Kar ungo (1988) stresses that an outcome is the consequence of
an act and not the act itself. Individuals behaviour might determine the outcomes
experienced and the outcomes people anticipate depend largely on their perceptions of
their ability to perform in H given situation (Bandura, 1984; 1986). The difference
between efficacy expectations and outcome ecpectarions is presented schematically in
Figure 7.
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Figure 7. Diagranmwtic (er,;cs('[ltatiort qf the difference between efficacy expectations
and outcome expectations.
Person --------> Behaviour --------------> Outcome
Efficacy
Expectations
Outcome
Expectations
(Bandura, 197'1a, p. 79)
According to Conger and Kanungo (1988), efficacy and response-outcome expectancies
are separate variables, as people may believe certain actions will produce certain
outcomes, but might question their ability to perform these actions (Bandura, 1978).
Bandura (1984) suggests that people can assess their work capabilities without being
fully cognisant of the financial benefits that might result. Self-efficacy can thus be
essessed independently of' behavioral consequences. As an illustration, Bandura (1984)
proposes that inept drivers do not envisage themselves in a wreckage and then think
that they are inefficacious, as human causal thinking places actions before the resulting
outcomes.
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Bandura (19R2; 1986) found that self-efficacy expectations (compared to outcome
expectarior-.: i: S 1 rongly related to future task performance. The reason for this is
that meas ..; of self-efficacy me mainly concerned with peoples' expressed future
hopes, as opposed to peoples' sense of mastery (Beatrie, 1981). Self-efficacy has three
dimensions namely, magnitude, strength and generality (Bandera, 1977a; Bandura,
1978) (see Figure 8). In this instance, magnitude applies to the level of task difficulty
that a person believes he or she can attain. Strength refers to whether the conviction
regarding magnitude is strong or weak. Generality refers to the degree to which the
expectation is generalised across all situations (Bandura, 1986). individuals with high
self-efficacy will persevere, despite possible dissuading experiences or failure, whlst
people with low efficacy might discontinue behaviour when confronted with
unfavourable situations or possible failure .Bandura, 1977a). According to Bandura
(1978\ most behavioral changes correspond very closely to the magnitude of the
expectancy change. Therefore the stronger the efficacy expectations, the higher is \he
probability that difficult tasks will be successfully dealt with (Bandura, 1977a). The
potential change in self-efficacy will also increase if the source is dependable (Bandura,
1986).
Sources 01 !,.ff1cacy
Brief and Aldag (1981) define five major sources of efficacy expectations. These
sources of information namely, performance accomplishments, vicarious experience,
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verbal persuas: 011, emotional aro rsal and logical verification alter an individuals coping
behaviour by strengthening feelings of competency (Bandura, 1982).
Figure 8. Sour!:es and dim~nsim1l_Qf selfefficac;_y cxpectatiom~
SOURCES DIMENSIONS
performance accomplishments
ViL.ll-:OUS experience
'----------------_._.
magnitude
verbal persuasion
emotional arousal
logical verification
-4 generslisability
strength
(Brief & Aldag, 1981, p.B1)
The first source, namely performance accomplishments (or active attainment), is based
on one's own personal experiences (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Such accomplishments
are the most dependable source of ricacy expectations (Gist, 1987). Efficacy
expectations will most likely 1)(' strengthened if the occasional obstacle is satisfactorily
and easily overcome. Conger and Kanungo (1988) suggest that when subordinates
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perform complex tasks or are given more responsibility in their jobs, they have the
opportunity to test their efficacy and thus feel more capable. Many different
expectations are derived from the second source, namely vicarious experience (Bandura,
1977a). The intensification and persistence 01' effort to succeed in performing difficult
activities may occur as a result of observing others successfully perform similar
activit! s. Meichenbaum (1971) proposes that phobics, for example, can benefit when
seeing fearful models overcoming their disabilities, rather than watching performances
by adept models. Symbolic modelling might prove effective with subordinates, only if
the subject can identify with the models used (Bandura, 1986), but is not as effective as
enactive attainment experience (Conger & Kanungo, 1988), Verbal persuasion is a third
source of efficacy expectations. Human behaviour may be altered, since persuasion
might suggest that the person is canable of behaviours which they believed were
previously beyond their ability (Bandura, 1986), Verbal persuasion results generally in
weak and short-lived efficacy expec.ations and is ~.weak informational source since it is
not based on the direct experience of the subordinate (Conger & Kanungo, 1988). For
verbal persuasion to be effective, the source of the verbal persuasion must have
credibility. Gist (19B7) found that the credibility and expertise of the source and the
familiarity of the source with task demands affect the effectiveness of self-efficacy. The
fourth source of efficacy expectations is emotional arousal. Physiological arousal is an
indicator to individuals of their anxiety, fear, depression and vulnerability to stress
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988). Aversive arousal will result in poor performance, due to
the expectation of poor SUCCt'ss. A reaction to fear often results in further fear
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(Bandura, 1986). The fifth source, logical verification refers to the derivation of new
knowledge by individuals from thin ~s they already know or with which they are
familiar (Ballantine, 1989). Brief ar .d Ala 19 ("1981) suggest that previously learned
rules or inferences will enhance self- -Ificacy, if these rules or inferences are logically
applicable in the mastery of a new task.
There are therefore a number of sources or information cues that influence self-efficacy
(Gist, 1987). From this it becomes clear that high personal efficacy, should result in
the expenditure of greater effort and the attainment of a high level of performance
(Bandura, 1984; Conger & 1<anungo, 1~'8B). The next section deals 'with research on
the self-efficacy construct.
Self-Efficacy Research
Research conducted on self-efficacy within organisations has been positive, even though
the research has been limit»-' (Beattie, 198';; Brief & Aldag, 1981; Gist, 1987). Most
self-efficacy research has bce.i conducted in the clinical psychological domain (e.g.
Bandura, 1977a; Bandura, 1986; Bandura, Jeffrey & Gajelos, 1975; Bandura & Adams,
1977; Bandura, Adams & Beyer, 1977; Bandura, Adams. Hardy & Howell, 1980; Bass,
1990; Cervone & Palmer, 1990). Research on self-efficacy has focused primarily on
clinical areas relating to snake phobics (Bandura Br Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams &
Beyer, 1977), agoraphobia (Bandura, Adams, Hardy & Howells, 1980); deficits in
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childrens' achievement behaviour (Schunk, 1981); educational field (Taylor et al, 1984)
and scholastic achievement (Barling & Bresgi, 1980). In the industrial area research
has focused on insurance sales (Barhng & Beattie, 1981), Type A behaviour (Lee &
Gillen, 1989); empowerment (Conger & Kanungo, 1988) and goal setting (Bandura &
Cervone, 1983; 1984; 1986; Schunk, 1990). Three separate studies, Bandura (19'17a),
Barling and Beattie (1983) and Locke, Frederick, Lee and Bobko (1984), report a
relationship existing between self-efficacy beliefs and work performance. Research on
self-efficacy will be considered in two sections, namely, general research and the
industrial research.
General Resear:ch
Wolpe (1974) investigated anxiety and its activating of defensive behaviour. Following
desensitisation, self-efficacy was found to be a highly accurate predictor of the degree of
behavioral change (Bandura & Adams, 1977). Furthermore, self-efficacy is a better
predictor of subsequent performance than indict'S of past performance (Bandura &.
Adams, 1977; Bandura, Adams & Bayer, 1977; Bouchard, 1990). The essence of self-
efficacy is a rational appraisal of one's likely future behaviour based upon previous
knowledge (i.asrman & Marzillier, 1984).
In phobic behaviour, simply verbalising an efficacy judgement may not necessarily
produce bold behaviour by that person (Bandura, 1982). But making self-efficacy
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judgements may contribute some motivationa inducement to improve the match
between judgement and performance. Bandura (l977b), and Bandura, Adams and
Beyer (1977) compare participant modelling (performance based) to only rnodelling
(vicarious technique), where it was found thai personal efficacy was greater wit.i
participant modelling, which suggests that efficacy based on experience is more
powerful (Conger & Kanungo, 1988).
Bandura and Schunk (1981) found perceived self-efficacy to il"pact on the accuracy of
mathematical performance an-i to mcre-se intrinsic interest in anrhmetic activities.
Brown ann Inouze (1978) found that the stronger the pe+eived self-efficacy, the more
vigorous and persistent ones efforts. Also, r _," ing and Abel (1981) extended the
generalisability of self-efficacy theory to non-pathological behaviours (e.g., .ennis
performance), where perceived success experiences art' the principal motivators (If
behaviour. Self-efficacy is a variable that is effective withi.: the clinical c' ornains
(Conger & Kanungo, 19RH; Shelton, 1990).
Industrial Research
Locke, Frederick, Lee and Lobko (l98't) and Schunk (1990) found that self-efficacy
yielded a positive relationship with goal level, goal commitment and task performance.
thus supportmg Bandura's (986) assertion that self-efficacy is a key causal variable 10
performance. Bandura's (19B2) assertion that past performance is a key determinant of
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self-efficacy, was supported by both the Locke et al (1984) study and the research by
Schunk (19QO). The correlations be~een self-efficacy and past performance are higher
than the correlation between self-efficacy and future performance, thus stressing the
importance of behaviour rather than outcome in the consideration of self-efficacy
(Conger & Kanungo, 1988).
Bandura (1986) and Singer and Beardsley (1990) lound that self-efficacy is strongly
related to performance in a non-industrial setting. In an organisational setting, Barling
and Beattie (1983) provides evidence that self-efficacy beliefs impact on insurance sales
performance and job satisfaction. Self-efficacies theory was suggested as being
generalisable to an organisational setting, as there was a relationship between self-
efficacy and objective measures of sales performance (Barling & Beattie, 19H3). Self-
efficacy is a behavioural variable that impacts on organisations, with research
suggesting a definite relationship between self-efficacy and performance and with job
satisfaction (Conger & Kanungo, 1988).
Rationale and Aim
According to Schein (1980; 1984), certain leadership approaches. such as the
Managerial Grid, Situational Leadership and the Leader-Match Theory do not adequately
explain various leadership outcomes, such as job performance and job satisfaction.
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Furthermore, Gist (1987) states that most leadership research has focused on the
impact of leader behaviour on subordinates, while ignoring the impact subordinates
might have on the leader (e.g. Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey &
Blanchard, 19'17), which does not fully consider the dynamic interpersonal relationship
that occurs between managers and subordinates (Pass, 1990).
From leadership research, Hollander (1985) suggests that two of the more important
outcomes of leadership are job satisfaction and work performance. In leadership style
theories, the two dimensions, namely initiating structure and consideration were found
to be positively related to work performance and job satisfaction (Argyria, 1971;
Argyris, 1976; Blake & Mouton, 1980; Blake & M011ton, 1982; Farris, 1969; Hall,
1976; i lersey & Blanchard, 1975; Hersey & Blanchard, 1S.77; Kreinik & Colarelli, 1971;
Likert, 1967; Lewin & Craig, 1968; Schein, 1980; Taylor & LiPPItt, 1975). Initiating
structure and consideration were seen as key constructs within the leadership domain
(Blake & Mouton, 1980). Fiedler's (1967; 1971) leader-match theory is a style approach
which suggests that leadership is either task oriented or relationship oriented, resulting
in outcomes of effective performance and good interpersonal relationships. In the
situuuonal leadership approach, behavioural flexibility depending on the situation will
determine whether improved performance and increased job satisfaction will result
(Blanchard, 1985; Goodson, McGee & Cashman, 1989: Hersey & Blanchard, 1917;
Mullen, Symons, Bu & Salas, 1(89). The leader-member exchange approach is
dependent on the dyadic relationship between managers and subordinates, with the
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managers and subordinates being able to impact on the leadership outcomes, work
performance and job satisfaction (Bass, 1990: Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery &
Steiner, 1990; Graen, Liden & Heel, 1982; Graen, Novak & Sommerkamp, 198r~; Graen
& Schiemann, 1978; Scandura & Graen, 1984; Vecchio, 1982).
Job satisfaction is an important construct in organisational psychology, and has been
widely researched (8ass, 1990). Job satisfaction is defined as the extent to which an
employee is satisfied with the extrinsic and intrinsic features of his/her job (Warr, Cook
& Wall, 1979). Locke (1983) stresses that the concept of satisfaction incorporates a
global impression which incorporates both present and past situations. Job satisfaction
can impact both positively and negatively on work performance, as low satisfaction will
result in little desire to perform optimally, and high satisfaction will motivate to
perform effectively (Petty, McGee & Cavender, 1984). Job satisfaction has been
positively associated with a host of variables such as skill complexity (Gerhart, 1987');
self-efficacy (8andura, 1986; Barling & Beattie, 83); task significance (Bedeian &
Armenakis, 1981); individual disposition (Staw, Bell & Clausen, 1986); race (Beaty,
1990); work goals (Roberson, 1990); general leadership (Bateman & Strasser, 1984;
Hollander & Offermann, 1990) and leader-member exchange (Dienesch & Liden, 1986;
Novak, 198-1-),and inversely related to role ambiguity (Abdel-Haliru, 1981) and role
conflict (Kat..., 1'F8). Shore and Man in (1989) suggest that job satisfaction is a crucial
individual l utcorne of leadership, as it can determine the effectiveness of the
performcnce attained. From this, the central irnportance of job satisfaction as an
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organisational outcome is apparent CArvey,Bouchard, Segal & Abraham, 1989; Bass,
1990; Glisson & Durick, 1988; Rob=rson, 1990). Thus leadership research stresses the
importance of work performance and job satisfaction as outcomes of leadership.
Consequently in the present study work performance and job satisfaction are used as
dependent variables.
Novak (1984) suggests that the dyadic relationship existing between managers and
subordinates is central to the study of leadership. Each member of the dyad can affect
the other member's work performance and job satisfa: tion (Lass, 1990), which in tum
can positively or detrimentally affect the organisation. Research on leader-member
exchange as a viable leadership approach has been extremely positive, with improved
work performance and job satisfaction resulting from a high quality leader-member
dyad (Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen, 1978; Graen, Liden & !-loel, 1982; Dienesch &
Liden, 1986; Novak, 1984). Leader-member exchange is seen as the most appropriate
leadership approach for the present study (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Gruen & Cashman,
1975; Novak, 1984; Serey, 1981).
Manager perceptions of the subordinate and subordinate perceptions of the manager
can impact either positively or negatively on the work performance and job satisfaction
of the subordinate (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Two important subordinate outcomes of
leadership processes are job satisfaction and work performance (Bass, ] 990; Novak,
1984; Schein, 1980). Ar; traditional leadership research has overlooked the dyadic
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relationship between leaders and subordinates, a new approach needs to be considered
which will explain more of the variance of work performance and job satisfaction. As
the present re:>c~,~dlis exploratory (Reiner & Morris, 1987), it is argued that the
inclusion of varian., 5 in ·,d.lition to the leader-member exchange model might explain
more variance in terms of jo.. satisfaction and work performance. One such variable
frequently associated with job performance is Bandura's (1977a) concept of Self-
Efficacy.
Research has shown that self-efficacy and performance are significantly related
(Bandura, 19773; Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Bandura & Cervone, 1984; Bandura &
Cervone, 1986; Barling & Beattie, 1981; Bouchard, 1990; Locke et al., 1984; Shelton,
1990; Taylor, 1984). Within the leadership domain the relationship between
subordinate perceptions of effective leadership and work perforriance (Conger &
Kanungo, 1988; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Katz & Kahn, 1978) and
subordinate perceptions of effective leadership and job satisfaction (Dienesch & Liden,
1986; Glisson & Durick, 1988; Graen, 1978; Reiner & Morris,1987; Roberson, 1990;
Shore & Martin, 1990), has not always been significant (Schein, 1980). Singer (1989)
suggests that self-efficacy could be considered within the leadership domain. The
construction of a more comprehensive model of leadership, which includes the self-
efficacy variable should explain more variance of the dependent variables, namely, job
performance and job satisfaction. The explanation ot additional variance gives a more
complete explanatior, of the dependent variable, since rew phenomena are produced by
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a single independent variable. It is expected that the inclusion of two additional
variabJes, namely, self-efficacy as well as an interaction term comprising leader-member
exchange and self-efficacy would explain more variance of work performance and job
satisfaction than leader-member exchange alone. The interaction effect between leader-
member exchange and self-efficacy should impact on job satisfaction and work
performance. It is argued that a high quality leader-member exchange dyadic
relationship linked to a positive self-belief (high self-efficacy) by an employee regarding
his/her sales ability, should result in enhanced work performance ann more job
satisfaction (Dienesch & Liden, 1986). Low efficacy beliefs can counteract effective
leadership, resultirr; in moderate performance and job satisfaction (Conger & Kanungo,
1988). High efficacy beliefs might overcome poor leadership, which might result in
moderate performance and job satisfaction A subordinate with low efficacy beliefs and
a low quality dyadic leader-member exchange relationship should result in decreased
work performan ce and job satisfaction (Barling & Beattie, 1983; Conger & Kanungo,
1988; Dienesch & Liden, 1986).
It is hypothesised that the inclusion of self-efficacy .n a-ldition to [he leadership variable
will explain additional variance of job performance and job satisfaction aid thus
strengthen the leadership-performance and leadership-job satisfaction relationships.
The aim of the present research is to explore the following three models.
S7
Mo(~el 1
~I~A
The proportion of variance of job satisfaction explained by the 'leader-member exchange
variable alone, will be less than that explained by the additional inclusior. of first, the
construct self-efficacy, and second, an interac.ion term, comprising leader-member
exchange and self-efficacy.
Subordinate perceptions of
Self- Efficacy
Subordinate Perceptions of
Effective Leadership ---------- ---- ------------ -------) Job Satisfaction
The Interaction Term
(leader-member exchange X self-efficacy beliefs)
Model 2
The proportion of variance of job performance (i.e., supervisor rated performance)
explained by the leader-member exchange variable alone: will be less than that
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explained by the additional inclusion of first, the construct self-efficacy, and second, an
interaction term, comprising leader-member exchange and self-efficacy.
Subordinate Perceptio.is of
Self-Efficacy
Subordinate Perception of
Effective Leadership ---------------------------------) Job Performance
(supervisor evaluation)
The Interaction Term
(leader-member exchange X self-efficacy beliefs)
Modd 3
The proportion of variance of job performance (i.e., work output measure) explained by
the leader-member exchange varia Lie alone, will be less than that explained by the
additional inclusion of firr I he construct self-efficacy, and <;1 cond, an interaction term,
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comprising leader-member exchange and self-efficacy.
Subordinate Perceptions of
Self-Efficacy
Subordinate Perception of
Effective Leadership ---------------------------------.).Job Performance
/
The Interaction Term
(leader-member exchange X self-efficacy beliefs)
METHOD
Subjects
Questionnaires arid prepaid return envelopes were distributed within two large
insurance organisations to 197 broker-consultants. Broker-consultants are employed
by life insurance companies to liaise between themselves and outside insurance
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brokers "nd broking houses. Where;,..,) insurance brokers sell insurance policies
direc'lv to the public, the job of the broker-consultant is to try and influence the
insurance brokers to use their companies' insurance policies. Discussions with
various senior managers of the insurance companies participating in the present
study revealed that broker-consultants are required to work closely with their
immediate managers and need to maintain this close contact. Their contact with
their managers is greater than the contact insurance agents have with their
managers. Life insurance companies were chosen for the research, in order to be
consistent with previous research (Barling & Beattie, 1983).
Of the 197 questionnaires distributed, 152 were returned resulting in a response rate
of 77.16%, Of the questionnaires returned, 130 of these were useable, resulting in
a useable response rate of 65.99%. A 65.99% response rate is highly acceptable for
a mail survey (Etzel & Walker, 1974). In the sample used in the present research
C.M age = 32.B; SO = 7.46),67.7% were male, 100% were white, 67.4% English
speaking and 90% had qualifications of matric or higher (see Table 1). Interviews
with senior management in the two insurance organisations revealed that the broker
consultants in the two companies had similar jobs. Macewen and Barling (1988)
state that the failure to find any differences between the two samples on any of
these variables, justifies the pooling of the data into one sample. T-tests were
computed to evaluate possible differences between the two companies, in terms of
age, length of tenure and the number of years in the insurance industry (see Table
2). The samples from the two companies did not differ in terms of age, length of
tr nure and the number of years in the insurance industry, which justified the pooling
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of the two samples into a single data base.
Table 1
')emographie Details of the Combined Sample
--
(N=130) n %
1------.--
Sex
Male 88 67.7
Female 42 32.3
Language
English 87 67.4
Afrikaans 43 32.6
Highest level of
education attained
Less Matrie 13 10.1
Matrie 104 80.6
Diploma 5 3.9
Degree 7 4.6
Post graduate 1 0.8
M S.D.
Age :32.8 7.4
Tenure 4.9 4.6
I
Years in insurance 4.4 3.9
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Table 2: T-Tests between Company A and Company B
Independent Company A Company B Itscore
Variable (N=56) (~r==72)
I;- M 1~32.30 3:~.20 -.70 nsl Tenure 4.65 5.09 -.53 ns
Years in 417 45~ -.51 ns
rnsuranc_e
* p < .05
** p < .01
ns = non-significant
Experimental Design
The present study used a en sectional design within an applied setting
(Christensen, 1980). The independent variables in the rrudy constituted measures of
leadership, and self-efficacy plus an interaction term of these two variables, (i.e.,
leader-member exc hange times self-efficacy). The dependent variables are two
measures of job perf -rmance (i.e., employee rating scale and a work output
measure) and a measure of Job satisfaction. Three models were tested by means of
the statistical technique of Multiple Regression.
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MFASURING INSTHUMENTS....
A biographical questionnaire 'i well as five other measures were used in the present
study. The measures included were the Leader-Member Exchange (member-form)
scale (Scandura & Graen, 1984); the Self-Efficacy Beliefs subscale (Beattie, 198
the job satisfaction sub-scale of the Work and Life Attitudes survey (WaIT, Cook &
Wall, 1979), the Employee Rating Scale (Graen, Dansereau & Minami, 1972) and a
work output measure.
BiograI2hical guestionnuir£
The biographical derails (inclu.img age, experience and education) of the subjects in
the sample were obtained by means of a: .graphical questionnaire (see Appendix
A).
The Leader-Member Rxchange Scale .. Member Form
The member form of the seven ite.n Leader-Member Exchange Scale (see Appendix
B) was used in the present study to assess subordinates' perceived quality of the
leader-member relationship (Sea adui d ~ Graen, 1984). The scale measures the
quality of the dvadic relationship from the subordinates perspective (Dieresch &
Liden, 1986). The scale measures this quality by measuring the nature and quality of
the negotiating latitude of the subordinate (Nunns ct al., 1990). The member form
of the Lead, r-Mernber Exchange Scale" which was used in the present study, has
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been used in previous research, as well as in South Africa (e.g., Graen, Novak &
Sornmerkamp, 1982; Nunns, Ballantine, King & Bums, ) 990; Scandura & Graen,
1984; Scandura, Graen & Novak, 1986). Internal consistency reliability (coefficient
alpha) of the scale has proved satisfactory as coefficients range from .8"1-to .86
(Novak, 1984; Graen, Novak & Sornmerkarnp, 1982; Scandura, Graen & Novak,
1986j. Furthermore, Nunns, Ballantine, King and Bums (199U), in three separate
samples in South Africa, found internal consistency reliabilities of .91; .91 and .98
respectively. In the present study a reliability coefficient (coefficient alpha) of .81
was yielded, which is satisfactory (Anastasi, 1982). The test-retest reliability of .67
reported by Graen, Novak and Sommerkamp (1982) over a six month time period,
and .42 over a three month period (Nunns et. a1., 1990) was satisfactory.
Nunns et al, (1990) found that high quality leader-member exchange f'Ol':"e!ateswith
supervisory SUpp0l1 (an element of effective leadership); goal emphasis, work
facilitation, interaction facilitation and satisfaction with supervision, The research
on the relationship between leader-member exchange and employee performance has
been significant and positive (Graen et aI, 1982; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery &
Steiner, 1990; Novak, 1984). The relationship between leader-member exchange
and job satisfaction has also been significant and positive (Graen et al, 1982;
Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Novak, 1"~~4). Since the Leader-
Member Exchange scale (member-form) demonstrated acceptable psychometric
properties within a South African organisational context, it was considered
approp-iate for the present study.
,
,"
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The Self-efficacy Beliefs Scale
The self-efficacy beliefs construct was evaluated by the Self-Efficacy sub-scale of the
Self-Efficacy Beliefs questionnaire, which was constructed for insurance personnel in
the South African insurance industry by Beanie (1981). The present srudv used the
twenty-four efficacy items of the scale of which two items were reverse-scored (see
Appendix C) (Barling & Beattie, 19f3). These areas give an overall measure of self-
efficacy within the insurance dornair. (Beattie, 1981). In the present study, the
efficacy sub-scale was scored on a Likert type five point scale to enhance ease of
response (Morris & van del' Reis, 1980), as opposed to the original scales seven
point Likert type scale. According to Matell and Jacoby (1971), reliability is
unaffected by lill' number of scale points for Likert type items.
The responses for thr: measure rangc. from (1) 'to a very little extent' to (5) 'a very
great extent'. The self-efficacy sub-scale was validated in the insurance sales domain
in South Africa by Barling and Beanie (1%3), with an internal consistency
(coefficient alpha) of .84 being reported ill=97). In the present st: 1y an acceptable
reliability coefficient (coefficient alpha) of .87 was obtained. A test-retest reliability
coefficient Cr = .79, n < .(01) was obtained over a three month period for this
measure (Ballan t inc. 1989).
A~ the present study investigated broker-consultants within the insurance industry,
the items required adjustment in order to facilitate the work behaviours of broker-
consultants. Bandura (1982) recommends that items he modified for different
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settings or relevant to different tasks. As Barling and Beattie's (1983) scale was
originally developed to assess self-efficacy beliefs of life insurance ';e11' items
were modified so as to relate more appropriately to the broker-consultants job. Two
senior managers in the insurance industry examined each item in the questionnaire
in terms of the appropriateness of the terminology and its relevance to
broker-consultants. Then, (WO Industrial Psychologists familiar with the construct of
self-efficacy, examined the items to ensure that the meaning of the sub-scale was nut
compromised.
Beattie (1981) assessed and demonstrated the construct validity of the self-efficacy
questionnaire by means of factor analysis, which is an acceptable technique for the
assessment of construct validity (Weiss, 1983). Furthermore, Barling and Beattie
(1983) report that the efficacy sub-scale correlated significantly with successful sales
performance C£. = 7.13, J2 < .01) and significantly with a work output measure
based on broker-consultant's commission CE. ::: 4.97, r.< .01). Since the self-efficacy
subscale d monstrared acceptable psychometric properties within a South African
organisatic nal context, it was considered appropriate for the present study.
The Job Satisfaction Scale
The Job Satisfaction sub scale (see Appendix D) of the Work and Life Attitudes
Survey (Warr, Cook & Wall, 1979) is designed to measure satisfaction incorporating
both intrinsic and extrinsic features of the job (Shouksmith, Pajo & Jepsen, 1990).
job Satisfaction is defined as the extent to which an individual is satisfied with the
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extrinsic and intrinsic features of a job (WaIT, Cook & Wall, 1979). The
questionnaire consists of fifteen items with a seven point Likert type response
format. Responses range from 'I'm extremely dissatisfied' through to 'I'm extremely
satisfied'. Their are no reverse scored items.
The Job Satisfaction scale (WaIT et ai, 1979) demonstrated acceptable psychometric
properties when used on a South African sample (Bluen and Barling, 19H7; Barling,
Bluen & Fain, 1987). Bluen and Barling (1987) and Barling, Bluen & Fain (1987)
report alpha coefficients (internal consistency reliability) of .86 and .81 respectively,
and a test-retest reliability coefficient of I = .69 (rr< .01). Warr, Cook and Wall
(1979) report a test -rerest reliability of .63 whilst Bluen (1986) reports a test-retest
reliability of .63 and an internal consistency coefficient (alpha) of .95. Thus the
questionnaire was considered appropriate for use in the present study.
Employee Work Performance
Employee work performance was assessed by means of two measures, the Employee
Rating Scale (Graen, Danserau & Minami, 1972) and a Work Output Measure.
Firstly, employee performance was assessed by means of a seven item supervisor-
rated performance measure (Graen, Danserau & Minami, 1972). The employee
rating scale (sec Appendix E) is a supervisor-rated measure in which supervisors are
required to rate the performance of their respective subordinates (Novak, 1984).
The scale assesses various aspects of subordinate performance including alertness,
dependability, skill in dealing with people, planning, know how and judgement,
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overall present performance, and expected future performance (Novak, 1984). A
five point, Likert type rating scalp is used ranging from '1' (highly unsatisfactory) to
'5' (highly satisfactory) (Graen, et a1., 1972).
The internal consistency reliabilities (Cronbach alpha) for the Employee Rating scale
reported in the literature have generally been satisfactory ranging from .85 to .94
(Scandura & Graen, 1984; Scandura, Graen & Novak, 1986; Vecchio, 1987; Vecchio
and Gobdel, 19S4). In the present research, an internal consistency coefficient
(alpha) of .83 was found. A test retest reliability of .85 over a six month period was
found by Scandura and Graen (1984), whilst Ballantine (1989) reports a test-retest
reliability coefficient of .86 over a three month period.
Scandura and Graen (1984) and Vecchio (1987) found the employee rating scale
correlated with leader-member exchange. A correlation of .48 (Q < .01) was found
between self-report measures of subordinates performance and supervisor ratings of
thair subordinates performance in a sample of 45 supervisor-subordinate dyads
(Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984). Both Vecchio (1987) and Scandura et a1. (1986) found
that performance, as assessed by the employee rating scale, correlated significantly
with good supervisor-subordinate relationships Cr = .34, Q < .01 and r = .47, Q <
.01 respectively), and was thus found satisfactory for the present study.
Dickinson and O'Brien (1982) suggest that direct measures of output, behavioural
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measures and performance appraisal rating scales are the most cornmon measures of
performance. Measures of output are easily quantifiable as they record the products
of behaviour, such as the number of insurance policies sold per month (Dickinson &
O'Brien, 1982). The attainment of a specific performance standard is seen as a goal
accomplishment, which can be viewed as a measure of performance attained in
terms of monthly sides targets (Bandura & Cervone, 1983; 1984; 1986; Locke et a1.,
1984; Mento, Cartledge, & Locke, 1980). Locke and Latham (1984) suggest that
outcome measures might be affected by factors outside the control of the employee
(e.g. the sales area and nature of competition), and are thus not always a true
reflection of the individuals work performance. To assess performance more
appropriately, outcome measures must be supplemented with additional measures
such as behavioural or subjective performance measures (Dickinson & O'Brien,
1982). This has been achieved by the use of the employee rating scale as an
additional measure of performance. The employee rating scale determines an
individuals performance from the managers perspective, and acts as a multiple
measure in conjunction with work output measures. Due to its acceptability as a
measure, a work output measure which considered broker-consultant sales was
considered appropriate for use in the present study.
Two large insurance organisations agreed to participate in the present research.
Separate covering letters, in both English and Afrikaans (see Appendix F), were
"
70
compiled for both the broker consultants and their managers. In the covering letters
the purpose of the study was explained. The letters stressed that participation in the
study was voluntary and that confidentiality of responses would be ensured by the
researcher.
An additional covering letter that was supplied by a senior manager from each of the
participating organisations highlighted the benefits that both the employees and
company could receive from the research. This covering letter stressed that the
research was voluntary . The questionnaires were posted out using the internal mail
services of the two organisations, and the questionnaires were returned via pre
addressed (sealable envelopes) to protect the subjects' identity. On the
supervisor-rated questionnaire, each broker consultant's supervisor was asked to
state the name of the broker-consultant whose performance was being rated. For
this reason, the broker-consultants were required to supply their names, thus
allowing both supervisor and subordinate questionnaires to be matched. Each
organisation sent reminder letters to the sample two weeks after the questionnaires
were initially sent out.
Statistical Analysis
Multiple Regression
Multiple Regression is a general data analytic technique that analyses the
relationship between a dependent variable and a set of independent variables (Berry
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& Feldman, 1985), In the present study the association between the independent
variable (effective leader-member exchange and self-efficacy) and each of the
dependent variables (job performance and job satisfaction) were examined as well as
the association between the interaction term (leader-member exchange times self-
efficacy beliefs) and each of the dependent variables. Multiple regression has been
used previously in cross sectional organisational research (Etzioni, 1984; La Rocco &
Jones, 1978; Seers et al, 1983; Winnubst, Marcelissen & Kleber, 1982), with a
number of studies applying multiple regression in South Africa (Ballantine, 1989;
Bluen, 1986; House, 1987; Kruger, . 987).
The general form of the relationshp of the linear regression model between
dependent and independent varialles is :
(Pedhazur, 1982)
In this equation:
Y := predicted value of dependent variable
a = intercept of the regression line
b = regression coefficients or the slope of the regression line
x = scan's of independent variable
k = number of independent variables in the equation
.Kerlinger, 1973; Pedhazur, 1982)
72
"
:1
,l
When the multiple regression model includes an interaction term ( Kerlinger &
Pedhazur, 1973), an extension of the multiple regression equation must be used. As
the present study is exploratory in nature, the inclusion of an interaction term in the
multiple regression model will assist in the formation of a more complete leadership
model. This occurs when interactions between the independent variables occur.
Multiple regression allows for the inclusion of an interaction term (Saunders, 1956)
in the equation which increases the predictive power of the technique (Zedeck,
1971).
The multiple regression equation with an interaction term is thus as follows:
In this equation:
Y = predicted values of dependent variable
a = intercept of the regression line
b = slope of the regression line
x = independent variable
z = the second independent variable
xz = product of the independent variables
(Kruger, 1987)
More than one independent variable can be incorporated into the regression
equation. This allows for, firstly, a fuller explanation of the dependent variable, as
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most phenomena are caused by more than one factor (Lewis - Beck, 1980). In
multiple regression, the hierarchical method of variable inclusion allows for the
non-linear interaction terms within the multiple regression equation (Kerlinger &
Pedhazur, 1973).
An P-test is used to determine the significance of variables in the multiple regression
equation (McNemar, 1962). The significance of variables in the multiple regression
equation is determined by comparing the derived P values with the tabled F values
(Lewis-Beck, 1980). The F value must he above the critical tabled F value,
determined by the degrees of freedom of the sample (Pedhazur, 1982). In assessing
the goodness-of-fit of a multiple regression equation, R2 (coefficient of multiple
determination known as increment in R2) is assessed (Bluen, 1986). The R2 reflects
the proportion of variance in the dependent variable that can be explained by the
independent variables in the equation (Lewis-Beck, 1980).
From this, the term R2 chang-e is derived. The R2 change shows the contribution of
each independent (predictor) variable to the dependent variable irrespective of it
being a main effect 0; interaction effect (Bluen, 1986).
The Inter"lction Term
Cohen and Cohen (1975) propose that a main effect is the effect of the independent
variable which is not influenced by either the presence or absence of any other
independent variables or moderating effects. Two variables interact when they
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account for the variance in the dependent variable, over ar i above any combination
or their separate effects (Cohen & Cohen, 1975).
The interaction term can contribute significantly to the variance in the dependent
variable (Cohen & Cohen, 1975; The interaction term is a multiplicative product of
the independent variables (Kruger, 1987). '~-his contribution must affect the
dependent variable in such a way, that its effect is greater than the major effects of
the different independent-dependent variables. Cohen and Cohen (1987) propose
that the unique effect of the interaction terms occur after the independent variable
(x) and the second independent variable (z) are linearly partialled from the product
of x and z. A hierarchical analytic strategy allows the effects of the independent
variable and the interaction variable to be partialled out, since they enter the
equation before the interaction term (Sucher, 1984) The contribution of the
interaction term should be greater than the main effects of the independent variable,
and thus account for a significant proportion of variation m tl., .leo endent variable.
The main effects might occur when the effects of the independent variable are
constant and not affected by other variables entering the equation (Kruger, 1987).
An interaction effect occurs when independent variables have a joint effect whirh is
independent of the additive cornbi 1ation of their separate effects (Cohen & Cohen,
1983).
Assumptions uf Multiple Regression
There are three major assumptions in the application of multiple regression namely,
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absence of multicollineariry, no measurement en or and tne presence of a linear
relationship between depend .nt and independent variables (Kerlinger & Pedhaz. ;I',
1973; Lewis-Beck, 1980; Pedhazur, 1982).
Multicollinearity
The first assi.mption is the absence of multicollinearity, Lewis-I; 1< (1980) states
that no independent variable should be highly correlated with another independent
variable. The correlation must be less than .80 (Lewis-Beck, 1980). Independent
variables that are multicollinear are disregarded. Multic llineariry is assessed by
means of Pearsons Product Moment Correlation (Bluen, 1986; Lewis-Beck, 1980).
This method has been used in previous research (Bluen, 1986; Kruger, 1987). The
correlations in the present study between leader-member exchange and self-efficacy
wa; .06. This correlation is low and non-significant, which indicates that the
assumption of rnulticollir-e, rity has been satisfied.
Measurement Error
The second assumption is the absence of measurement error. Lewis-Beck (1980)
states that all variables should be measured accurately so as to reduce measurement
error, even though it is impossible to eliminate all measurement error (Anastasi,
1982). However, to determine t he extent of measurement error, the internal
consistency reliability of questionnaires is calculated using Cronbach Alpha's (Bluen,
1986). Anastasi (1982) considers reliability coefficients of not less than .60 as
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acceptable.
Linearity Tests
The third assumption is that the relationship between the independent and
dependent variables is linear. Two tests of linearity were used in the present
research, namely, the F test and a scatterplot. To lest for linearity, the R2 statistic
(variance attributable solely to the linear component of the independent variable) as
well as Eta2 (a measure of combined linear and non- linear variance, as explained by
the independent variable provided) must be considered (Bluen, 1981).
The difference berv-een Eta2 - R2 provides u measure of the non-linear portion of the
variance of the dependent variable as explained by .he independent or moderator
variable (Bluen, 1981). The determination of the F ratio's degrees of freedom from
the moderated multiple regression, allows for the significance of the F ratio to be
calculated. The significance of the linear and non-linear values can be determined
by using the F test (McNemar, 1962).
According to Mcr+emar (1962) he test of significance is based on the equation:
F '"""(E2 - R2 )/ ((;-2)
(1 - r:2)/ (NG)
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Degrees of Freedom == (G-2)/(N-G)
G ==- number of groups in class variable
N = number of sample
E2 == eta squared (correlation ratio)
R2 ::: H. squared
CV!cNemar, 1962, p277)
The significance of the difference between E2 R2 is calculated. When the F value
of the difference is significant, then tile relations lip IS considered non-linear
(McNemar, 1962). When the relationship between the variables ':- non-linear, the
variable can be transformed to adhere to the assumption of linearity by means of
Polynomial Regression (Bluen, 1986). This procedure is similar to the multiple
regression analysis. However, successive powers of the independent variable are
included in the regression equation. The variable must have accounted for a
significant increase in the amount of variance already explained by previously
entered variables, in order for the variable to be S(,(,T1 as significant and to qualify for
a plat (' in the final regression procedure (Pedhazur, 1982). ~;~lccessive powers are
added to the equation in a stepwise fashion (Kruger, 19B7). Tilt' highest order term
replaces the original non-linear variable in (he regression equation (Kruger, 1987).
Graphs of the relationships (see Appendix C;) between leader-member exchange and
perf; .nunce and leader-member exchange and job satisfaction, as well as the
relationship between self-efficacy and pertormance and self-efficacy and job
satisfaction should be examined (Pedhazur, 1(82). Thr graphs between leader-
member exchange and performance, and l)('("I;II('(,11 leader member exchange apt! job
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satisfaction confirmed linearity in both. The graphs between self-efficacy and
performance, and between self-efficacy and job satisfaction confirmed linearity in both
cases. The graphs thus confirmed linearity in terms at both independent variables and
the dependent variables.
In the present s.:
to test the sig.
'01 of significance was used in all the statistical analyses
.,' of , .. nships. Levels of significance are determined by the
'rype 1 error (!.at n1,'Y occur (Christensen, 198". Type I error occurs when no
signiflcant dif.ere ';p «xirts between the samples and the differences observed by the
experimenter tU'I~ ; ie result of chance (Christensen, 1980). Type I error is controlled
by the significance level that one sets, Another possible error in significance levels is
the inverse of Type I error, namely Type Il error (Christensen, 1980). Type II eITor
occurs when non significant results an' obtained between sampled groups, but in reality
there are differences between the sampled groups. A balance is achieved between Type
I and Type If error, by .he use of the .05 significance level (Christensen, 1980), and the
.tJ5 level has been used In previous research satisfactorily (Bluen, 1986; Kruger, 1987;
Nunns et al, 1990).
RESULTS
This section firstly deals with the tests of assumption for multiple regression,
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Thereafter, the results of the multiple regression analyses are presented.
Assumption Testing
The underlying results of multiple regression were tested prier to the multiple
regression being completed. These were the reliability of the measuring instruments,
that their is an absence of multicollinearity between the independent variables, and
that a linear relationship exists between the dependent and independent variables .
.Relial)ility of Measuring Instruments
Internal consistency reliability (Cronbach's alpha) for each measure was assessed to
determine the reliability of the measuring instruments. The internal consistency was
determined for the Efficacy subscale of rhe Self-Efficacy Beliefs Questionnaire, the
Job Satisfaction Subscale of the Work a-id Life Attitude Survey, the Leader-Member
Exchange Scale and the Employee Rating Scale. The internal consistency coefficients
ranged from .79 to .89 (sec Table 3). and were consider: d satisfactory (Anastasi,
1982). This fulfilled the requirements for multiple regression (Lewis-Beck, 1980).
Multicollinearity
Multicollinearity was tested by correlating independent variables an: dependent
variables (see 'fa ,1(, 3). The Pearson correlation coefficients were low (r < .60),
and did not exceed the .80 level to indicate an absence of multicollinearity (Lewis-
Beck, 1980).
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Table 3: Imercorrelation matrix of the Independent Variables and Dependent Variables
Variable N M S.D. 1 I 2 3 4 5
I
1Self-Efficacy (S.E.) 132 I 92 8.04 (.87)
2 Leader-Member Exchange (I1v1X) 132 22.64 3.76 .06 (.81)
3 Job Satisfaction (J.Sat) 132 83.43 10.56 .12 .55* (.89)r-----------------------~----_+--
4. Employee Raring Scale (ERS) 104 26.28 4.97 -.06 .06 .16 (.83)
2' 'lv'_ork_?ur~ut_l'v1eCl_s_u:~(WOM) 94 __ 33.74 _. _~~3 .01 .19__ L____ .16 .63*
.., p< .05
H p< .01
Note: Reliabilities (coefficient alpha) in parentheses on principal diagonal.
JJ......
Tests for Linearity
Tests for linearity were earned out to assess whether a linear relationship exists
between the dependent variables (job performance & job satisfaction) and the
independent variables (leader-member exchange & self-efficacy) (Lewis-Beck, 1980).
The test for linearity involves the F test, which requires Eta2 and R2 to he computed
(McNemar, 1962). The significance of the difference between Eta2 and R2 and the
relevant F value determined that all relationships between the dependent variable
and the independent variables did not deviate significantly from linearity (see Tables
4 and 5).
Table 4: Test of Linearity of Relationship between Leader-Member Exchange and
Dependent Variables
Dependent
Variable
ERS
.,2
I
R2 E2 _ R2 df .EL',
.044 .007 .037 1/128 1.43 ns-
.059 .C33 .026 1/128 .89 ns
-
.27 .3 -.03 1/1:::8 -3.6 ns
WOM
J Sat.
* p< .05
**p< .01
ns = non-significant
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The difference between Eta2 and R2 for the relationship between leader-member
exchange and the dependent variables was not significant thus signifying that the
relationships satisfied the assumption 01 linearity. The relationship between leader
member exchange and the three dependent variables (employee rating scale,
performance and job satisfaction) is linear, and so the original variables can be
included in the multiple regression compura.ion (Lewis-Beck, 1980).
Table S: Test of Linearity of Relationship between Self-Efficacy and Dependent
Dependent E2 R2 E2 _R2 df .E
Variable
ERS .005 .004 .001 1/128 .02 ns
WOM .02 .001 0') 1/128 .63 ns....
J Sat .06 .001 .059 1/128 .51 ns
* p< .05
**p< .01
ns = non-significant
The difference between Eta2 and R2 for the relationship between self-efficacy and
the dependent variables was non-significant thus signifying that the relationships
satisfied the assumptions of linearity. The relationship between self efficacy and the
three dependent variables (employee rating scale, work performance and job
satisfaction) is linear thus allowing for the inclusion of the above relationships in the
multiple regression equation (Lewis-Beck, 1980).
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Scatterplot of Linearity cf Relationship between Independent Variables and
Dependent Variables
Examination of the scatterplor (see Appendix G) does not indicate a curvilinear
relationship between the independent variables and performance/job satisfaction.
The scatterplot reinforces the E2 - R2 findings.
Multip:c Regression Ana~
Table 6: Summary of the Multiple Regression Analysis of Leader-Member Exchange ...
Self-Effkacy, the IIlt~~action Term and Job Satisfaction: Model )_
~
2 2 b df .ER R
Change
L.M.X. .31 --- 1.56 1/128 58.28 **~.
S.E. .32 .01 .11 1/128 1.35 ns
L.M.X./ .032 -.288 .033 1/128 1.61 ns
S.E. ._
* p.« .OS
** p.< .01
ns = non-significant
Leader-member exchange (E(1 / 132) == .45) evidenced a signifi .inr main effect on
job satisfaction xplaining 31% of the variance. In the rnultipl regression of
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leader-member exchange onto job satisfaction, self-efficacy (f.(1/132 = 1.35) did
not explain additional variance in terms of the leadership-satisfaction relationship.
An interaction term was constructed between leader-member exchange and self-
efficacy (f. (1/128) = 1.61; Q > .1). The interaction effect of leader-member
exchange and self-efficacy (f.(l/132) = 1.61) did not contribute significantly in
terms of the variance explau ~ The interaction was not significant.
Table 7: ~ummary of the Multiple Regression Analysis of Leader-Member Exchange,
Self-Efficacy, the Interaction Term and the Work Output Measure: Model 2
Variable R2 R2 Change b df E-
L.M.X. .036 --- .27 1/128 3.38 ns
I--
S.E. .038 .002 -.001 1/128 .00 ns
L.M.X./ .008 -.03 .008 1/128 .16 ns
S.E.
* p< .05
1'*p< .01
ns =- non-significant
Both self-efficacy (f(l/98 == .00) and leader-member exchange (E(l/98) ::: 3.38)
had no significant main effect on job performance whilst explaining only a .2%
difference in variance between each. An interaction term was constructed t, ! I '('.
leader-member exchange and sell-efficacy (E (1/128) "" .Hi; 12> .1). This
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interaction term (£.(1/98) == .16) did not explain a significant proportion of the
explained variance.
Table 8: Summary of the Multiple Regression Analysis of Leader-Member Exchal1Z~)
Self-E acy, the Interaction Term and the Employee Rating Scale_; Model~
Variable R2 R2 Change
I
b df .E
L.M.X. .003 --- .085 1/128 .35 ns
S.E. .008 .005 -.042 1/128 .45 ns
~
.012 .004 -.01
I
1/128 .40 ns
.
* p. < .05
** p.< .01
ns == non-significant
In the multiple regression of the leader-member exchange scale onto the employee
rating scale (job performance measure), self-efficacy did not interact with the the
leadership- performance relationship. Both self-efficacy (£(1/108 == .44) and
Ieader-mernber exchange (£0/108) = .35) had no significant main effect on job
performance whilst explaining 8% and 3% of the variance respectively. An
interaction term was constructed between leader-member exchange and self-efficacy
(£. (1/108) = .4;.p. > .1). An interaction term was constructed between leader-
member exchange and self-efficacy (E (1/108) == .4; 12> .1). This interaction term
86~,".. ;,
I9J
(.EO/1 08) .it 1 did not explain a significant proportion of the variance in terms of
performance.
DISCUSS\JN
The effectiveness of an organisation is dependent largely art the quality of its managers
and leadership (Bass, 1990). The objecti- of effective leadership is to maximise
productivity, to stimulate creative problem solving, to promote subordinate morale and
satisfaction and to improve organisational interpersonal relationships (Malherbe, 1986).
The importance of leadership within the organisation has resulted in a large number of
leadership approaches being ceveloped over the years (Hollander, 1985; Hollander &
Offermann, 1990). According to Dansereau, Graen and Haga (1975), contemporary
models of leadership are still in a primitive stage of development. Furthermore, Schein
(1':>'80)suggests that most leadership approaches have not always predicted iutcornes
such as performance, jcb ~"I "faction, turnover and group attitudes. l\fi' :,t leadership
approaches focus on the k.ader a: not on the dyadic relationship existing between
managerial lenders and their subordinates (Bass, 1990). Leadership theory needs to
consider subordinate as well as leaders individual characteristics, job char acteristics and
work environment characteristics (Steers & Porter, 1987), and thus take into account
both the managers and subordinates in the leader-member dyad (Bass, 1990; Dienesch
& Liden, 1986). Reiner and Morris (1987) suggest that exploratory research is required
in the development of a leadership model which encompasses leader-subordinate
interaction, subordinate behaviours, subordinate roles and situational variables.
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Schein (1980) suggests [aal the relationships between most leadership approaches and
work performance on the one hand, and job satisfaction on the other, do not fully
con.ider leadership outcomes, such as work performance and job satisfaction. In
addition, Gist (1987) suggests that most leadership research focuses on the impact of
leader behaviour on subordinates, while ignoring the impact subordinates might have
on the leaders (e.g. Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977).
Dienesch and Liden (1986) suggest that the leader-member exchange leadership
approach considers both the leaders and subordinates, and the impact each has on the
other.
NOV<l.k (1984) suggests that the dyadic relationship existing between managers ar.d
subordinates is central to leadership theory. The manager-subordinate dyadic
relationship forms the basis of the leader-member exchange approach (Bass, 1900).
Focusing on the manager-subordinate dyadic relationship suggests that leader-member
exchange is a viable and effective leadership approach (Bass, 1990; Dienesch & Liden,
1986; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen, 1978; Graen, Liden & Hoel, 1982; Novak,
1984). It was argued that an expanded model of leader-member exchange including
additional variables, will explain more fully the variance explained by the leader-
member exchange leadership model in terms of the outcomes, job satisfaction and
performance. Self-efficacy is a behavioural variable that may strengthen the leader-
member exchange leadership model. as self-efficacy is frequently associated with job
performance (Bandura, 1986). The self- efficacy variable and the self-efficacy/leader-
member exchange interaction term may assist in explaining more variance in terms of
job satisfaction and work performance.
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Due to the model building nature of the leader-member exchange approach, the present
research was exploratory in nature. The present research attempted explore the
leadership-job satisfaction and leadership-work performance relationships through the
incorporation of addit i .nal .ariables, namely self-efficacy and an interaction term
comprising self-efficacy and leader-member exchange. The results of the present study
did not howl" _1' ~upport tl.; three models hypothesised. The leadership-job satisfaction
relationship was significant, but the incorporation of self-efficacy into the model did not
explain any additional variance. The leadership-work performance relationship (in the
two work performance models) was not significant, and the incorporation of rhe self-
efficacy variable into the model provided similar results.
The present study explored three models of leadership. The results of the study will be
discussed separately for each model, with the limitations of the study following. Finally,
implications for future research will I'~~considered.
MODEL 1
Model 1 explored the addition of the self-efficacy variable into the leader member
exchange variable in order to attempt to explain additional variance in job satisfaction.
Furthermore it examined the additional variance resulting from the inclusion of an
interaction term comprising leader-member exchange and self-efficacy to the leader-
member exchange anti self-efficacy variables.
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The multiple regression analysis yielded a main effect where the one independent
variable, namely leader-member exchange. explained a significant proportion (31 %)
of the variance in the dependent variablejob satisfaction (£.(1/132) ::0 58.28, .12.,< .01).
The leader-member exchange - job satisfaction relationship is consistent with previous
research (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen, Liden & Hoel,
1982; Graen, Novak & Sornmerkamp, 1982; Hollander & Offermann, 1990; Serey,
1981), which indicates a significant relationship between leader-member exchange and
job satisfaction (Dienesch & Liden, 19d6; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen, 1978; Graen,
Liden & Hoel, 1982; Novak, 1984). The theory and research on leader-member
exchange suggests that the evtent of the sharing of resources between manager and
subordinate plays an important role in the prediction of job satisfaction from the
subordinates perspective (Dienesch & Liden, 1936; Dockery & Steiner, 1990; Graen,
1978; Graen, Liden & Hoel, 1982; Novak, 1(84). According to Novak (1984), the
sharing of resources will result in increased job satisfaction, whilst decreased sharing
of resources will be associated with lower job satisfaction (Novak, 1984).
In the present study, the addition of self-efficacy in the model resulted in no main effect
between self-efficacy and job satisfaction being found (£. (1,128) = .32,.12.> .OS). This
finding is not consistent with previous research (Bandura, 1977a; Bandura, 1982;
Bandura, 1986; Barling & Beattie, 1983; Conger & Kanungo, 1988). In terms of self-
efficacy theory. Bandura (1986) states that self-efficacy plays an important role in
impacting on job satisfaction. The changing socioeconomic and political environment
in South Africa might account for the presei.. studies results achieved with broker-
consultants, as opposed to results achieved hy lkutt;" (1981) with insurance agents.
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Factors in the environment can impact on individual self-efhcary Cf'l,andura,1986) and
the quality of the leader-member exchange relationship (DIDnesch & Liden, 1986) in
terms of the job satisfaction achieved in the sales environment. In recessionary times,
sales performance might drop, even in highly efficaceous people, resulting in lower job
satisfaction. The present research only considered broker-consultants, thus
generalisabiliry of the leadership-job satisfaction relationship is limited.
No additional significant proportion of variance of job satisfaction was explained in
terms of the interaction between leader-member exchange and self-efficacy CE (1,128)
= .32, Q> .05). This may be due to the cross-sectional nature of the present research,
as long term effects might be reflected in a longitudinal study. It is possible that the
quality of the insurance products that the broker-consultants sell, as well as the
economic climate, might minimise the impact that self-efficacy has on the leader-
member exchange - job satisfaction relationship. In a recession, life insurance products
provide security for ones' families. This, linked to the broker-consultant's belief that the
quality of the product is enough to guarantee sales regardless of the sales skill, might
lessen the impact that self-effie <leymight have on the leadership-job satisfaction
relationship. The marketability of the product will also be expected to impact on the
leader-member exchange-job satisfaction relationship. Dienesch and Uden (1986)
propose that a developmental process exists for leader-member exchange dyads, and
rims, in terms of the present sample, coat act occurs between the managers and the
broker-consultants for an effective dyadic relationship to form (Dienesch & Liden,
1986). The dyadic rcl,« .nships found between the managers and broker-c.onsultants
might have been a moderately high quality dyadic relationship in terms of job
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satisfaction, as the mean scores for the job satisfaction scale in the present study (M ==
83.43) is higher than the mean scores (M = 74.61) achieved by Warr, Cook and Wall
(1979).
ModeJ 2 explored the addition of the self-efficacy variable into the leader-member
exchange variable in order to attempt to explain additional variance in subordinates' job
performance, Furthermore it examined the additional variance resulting from the
inclusion of an interaction term comprising leader-member exchange and self-efficacy
to the leader-member exchange and self-efficacy variables. The work performance
measure used was the Employee Rating Scale, (Graen, et al., 1972), which is a
supervisor-rated performance measure. Supervisors are required to rate the
performance of their respective subordinates, as the scale assesses various aspects of
subordinate performance such as alertness, planning, present performance and f:,t";e
performance (Novak, 1984).
[n Model 2, leader-member exchange yielded no significant main effect (£ (1,128) =
.35, .Q. > .05). These results are contrary to the previous leadership research which
found that a positive relationship exists between leader-rnernbcr excha-ize and
supervisor-rated job performance (Dienesch & Liden, 1<J86; Dock--,j '< .';" rner, 1990;
Graen & Cashman, 1975; Novak, 1984; Nunns, et al., 1)')u; Serey 1981). Most
previous research has used mainly I. -rforrr ce measures such as the employee rating
scale and has concentrated mainly 0'1 university personnel and jobs within more
92
administrative organisations e.g. United States Armed Forces, Government departments
and hospitals (Cashman, Dansereau, Graen & l Iaga, 1976; Dockery & Steiner, 1990;
Ferris, 1985; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, Orris & Johnson, 1973; Katerberg &
Hom, 1981; Liden & Graen, 1980; Seers & Graen, 1984; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984;
Wakabayashi & Graen, 1984). The sample used in the present research was within the
life insurance sales environment, and thus extended the generalis ability of the results
to more diverse organisations, The present research also used multiple measures of
performance, namely the employee rating scale ar. a work output measure, as opposed
to previous research which used mainly performance questionnaires (Cashman et al.,
1976; Seers &: Graen, 1984: Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984). Also, the long term effect might
not have been reflected by this cross· sectional study.
Schein (1980) proposes that the relationship between effective leadership anu J"l:
performance in organisations requires further research, even though a large number of
leadership approaches (e.g. the managerial grid, situational ieadershio and the leader-
match theory) have claimed that the relationship exists and is full', explained. The
appropriateness of previous leadership approaches (the 'average Iea.iership approaches')
such as the managerial grid and situational leadership have been questioned by
Dienesch and Liden (1986), with lender-member exchange being recommended as an
appropriate leadership approach. Despite this and in terms of leader-member exchange,
the contact that broker consultants have with their managers might not have facilitated
the formation of an effective leader-member dyad, as proposed by past leader-member
exchange research (Dienesch 8l Liden, 1986; Graen, Liden & Heel, 1982; Gruen, Novak
& Somme-kamp, : 982; Scandura & Gracn, 1984; Vecchio, 1982).
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The relationship between self-efficacy and job performance was non-significant in the
present research CE. (1,128) = .45, Q > .05), and therefore did not account for
additional variance injub performance. In previous research (Bandura, 1977a; Bandura
& Cervone, 1983; Bandura & Cervone, 1984; Bandura & Cervone, 1986; Barling &
Beattie, 1983; Lee & Gillen, 1989; Locke et a1., 1984) in which subjective performance
measures were predominantly used, self-efficacy has been significantly related to job
performance. A possible reason for the non-significant findings is that the present
research considered efficacy expectations only, which is an individual's conviction that
he or she can execute the behaviour required to produce a certain outcome (Bandura,
1977a). Beattie (1981) found that only efficacy beliefs CE.:= 7.13,12 < .01), and not
response - outcome expectations, predicted performance, This may occur as people are
able to assess their work capabilities without being fully cognisant of the benefits that
might follow (Barling & Beattie, }983). Outcome expectations differ from the efficacy
expectations, as outcome expectations are defined as a person's estimate that a given
behaviour will lead to certain outcomes, such as job performance (Bandura, 1977a).
Performance in the present research was considered as a behaviour resulting from
efficacy expectations (Bandura, 1977a). Bandura (1984) stresses however that an
outcome expectation is the consequence of an act and not the act itself, which suggests
that outcome expectancies might possibly have been important in the present research.
The consideration of outcome expectancies might give significant findings and explain
more variance in terms of work performance and should be considered in future
research. The consideration of outcome expectancies and long term effects, as reflected
in longitudinal studies, might occur which differ from the effects obtained in cross-
sectional research (Christensen, 1980).
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Contrary to expectations, the relationship between leader- member exchange, self-
efficacy and the interaction term did not explain additional variance in terms of job
performance. Future research should include outcome expectancies, which might assist
in explaining more variance in terms of job performance.
Model :i
The dependent variable in Model 3 represented a d.fferent aspect of job performance,
namely work output. Work output was measured by taking the broker-consultant's
actual performance as a percentage of projected target. Model 3 explored the addition
of the self-efficacy variable to leader-member exchange in order to explain any
additional variance of output, and also explain the additional variance resulting from
the addition of an in: ,:mction term (leader-member exchange and self-efficacy) to the
leader-member exchange and self-efficacy variables. Work output measures are the
most common measure of performance and are easily quantifiable as they record the
products of behaviour, such as sales (Dickinson & O'Brien, 1~82). These measures have
been used in similar research on insurance companies in South Africa (Barling &
Beattie, 1983).
In Model 3, the independent variable, namely leader-member exchange, yielded 110
significant main effect CE. (1,128) = 3.38, Q> .OS). These results are contrary to the
previous leadership research which found that a positive relationship exists between
leader-member exchange and job performance (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Dockery &
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Steiner, 1990; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Novak, 1984; Nunns, et a1., 1990; Serey,
1981). Previous resca 'ch (Cashman, Dansereau, Graen & Haga, 1976; Dockery &
Steiner, 1990; Ferris, 1985; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, Orris & Johnson, 1973;
Katerberg & Hom, 1981; Liden & Graen, 1980; Seers & Graen, 1984; Vecchio & Gobdel,
1984; Wakabayashi & Graen, 11)84) used mainly work performance measures such as
the employee rating scale (and no work output measures), and has concentrated mainly
on university personnel and jobs within more administrative organisations e 0: United
States Armed Forces, Government departments and hospitals.
"J
The relationship between self-efficacy and job performance did not account for output
in terms of the work output measure. In previous research, self-efficacy has been
significantly related to job performance (Bandura, 1977a; Bandura & Cervone, 1983;
Bandura & Cervone, 1984; Bandura & Cervone, 1986; Barling & Beattie, 1983;
Bouchard, 1990; Locke et a1., 1984). The interaction between leader-member exchange,
self efficacy and the interaction term (leader-member exchange and self-efficacy) did not
explain additional variance in terms of the work output measure, suggesting that other
variables (such as group behaviour and quality of decision making) besid.-. <elf-efflcacy
might impact on work performance and job satisfaction (Dawson, Messe & Phillips,
1972; Hollander, 1985; Hollander & Offermann, 1990; Vroom & Yetton, 1973). In
addition, multiple performance measures should always be used as in the present
research, to overcome limitations in previous research (Anastasi, 1982; Dickinson &
O'Brien, 1982). Perhaps a multivariate approach when used over time would yield
significant results.
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.summary of FindiI~
Dansereau, Gruen and Haga (1975) suggested that contemporary leadership models
were still in a primitive stage of development. Previous leadership research (Bass,
1990Blake & Mouton, 1964; Fiedler, 1967; Hersey & Blanchard, 1977; Novak, 1984;
Schein, 1980) suggested that effective leadership impacts positively on both work
performance and job satisfaction. Due to Schein's (1980) questioning of the
relationship between effective leadership and the leadership outcomes work
performance and job satisfaction, exploratory research considering the impact of
additional variables on other leadership models, such ;-IS leader-member exchange, is
necessary. The present research investigated additional variables, namely self-efficacy
and an interaction term (comprising leader-member exchange times self-efficacy), in
order to explain more of the variance in terms of leadership outcomes (job satisfaction
and performance). The relationship between effective leadership and job satisfaction
was significant. When the relationship between leader-member exchange, self-efficacy
and the interaction telm were considered, no additional variance was explained interms
of the leadership outcomes, job satisfaction and work pe.formance. Exploratory
research on leadership models is necessary in order to better explain leadership
outcomes such as work performance and job satisfaction, and include other personal
variables to enhance the leadership model.
97
.LimitatiQ;1s of the Present Study'
Il?:.iJ
Various limitations of the pi .ent study can be identified. The sample used in the
present study was predominantly Male, White and English speaking. Most of the
broker-consultants were English speaking. Afrikaans speaking respondents (32.6% of
total sample) might have found difficulty in responding to the questionnaires. However,
Bluen (1986) proposes that the translation of questionnaires may cause problems in
regard to distorted meaning and the incorrect understanding of idiomatic expressions.
Future research should widen the boundaries of the sample to include other language
groups in addition to English speaking people. There were no Black, Coloured or Asian
population group members, due to the nature of the sample. Results obtained in the
present study cannot be generalised to any of the above population groups without
further research.
The present research utilised a sample of broker-consultants and their immediate
managers. Pas, research used insurance agents in the life insurance industry (Barling
& Beattie, 1983). In order '(0 be consistent with this research, broker-consultants were
used from the same industry (i.e, life insurance industry). As other jobs might involve
greater leader-member interaction, the results of the present research should 0e
generalised with caution.
Participation was voluntary ever: though volur teer samples may bias the responses
obtained (Rosnow & Rosenthal, 1976). While the sample was made up of volunteers,
reminder letters were sent out by the organism ions. Reminder letters tend to increase
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the response rate and reduce the bias encountered in volunteer samples (Francel, 19(6).
From em ethical point of view, only reminder letters were sent out, as stronye.r rei.iinder
techniques might have influenced the sample negatively (Rosnow & Rosenthal. ~(76).
Lastly, the present study was cross-sectional. The exploratory nature of the present
research allowed for a cross-sectional design. Christensen (1980) proposes that
cross-sectional and longitudinal studies may produce totally different results. The
interaction terms in the present research might not have had the necessary time to
impact on job satisfaction and performance thus suggesting that future. research might
encompass a longitudinal design.
Implications for Future Research
The present study was an explore lry investigation of a variation cf the leader-member
exchange leadership model. The inclusion of the self-efficacy variable and an
interaction term, did not explain additional variance between leadership and job
performance, and leadership and job satisfaction for the present sample. It is possible
that self-efficacy and the interaction between self-efficacy and leader-member exchange
might prove significant for other samples investigating leadership models, due to the
relationship that self-efficacy and leadership have with work performance and job
satisfaction. The inclusion of other samples (e.g.,different work types) might provid-
a better explanation for the present research, as the samples might have closer contact
with their superiors and subordinates,
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There are theoretical implications for future' research in terms of personal competencies
(Gist, 1987), as perceptions of others' competencies is as important as perceptions of
om own competency. Future research needs to explore a manager's feelings of
competence, as both members f·' 'de ":yad require positive perceptions of their own
competence. In term: of personal perl",ltions of competence, internal locus of centre.
(Rotter, 1%6) might be a potentially mono useful measure than self-efficacy. Internal
locus of control refers to the perception that rewards are contingent on individual
behaviour, while external locus of control is the perception that rewards are determined
by «vrernal forces, such as luck and the environment (Spector, 1988). According to
Spector (1988), locus of control might be a more appropriate measure than self-efficacy,
as it is a construct pertaining to a number of situations and it is concerned with causal
beliefs about response-outcome contingencies (Gist, 1987). LOCtl~ -:f control has been
shown to relate to a number of organisationally relevant variables, and has related to
a number of different organisational settings (Ballantine, 1989; Spector, 1988). Both
Ballantine (1989) and Spector (1988) suggest that lc us of control is VI orth considering
in organisations, and might assist in explaining more variance within leadership in
terms of work performance and job satisfaction.
The inclusion of work locus of control will according to Dickinson and O'Brien (1982)
assist in the development of a multivariate approach of leadership, which is required to
understand perforrnance as managers, subordinates, peers, the organisation and the
external environment affect performance. l'urure research could consider variables such
as leadership, sell-efficacy, job involvement and other outcomes of the leadership
PlOCf.'SS. Additional factors that an' worth considering within a leadership framework
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are commitment, reward systems, incentive schemes, goal s -rting and attitudes
(Hollander, 1985; Hollander & Offermann, 1985). [t is argued that within an Open
Systems Approach, the situational specificity of leadership variables must also be
considered which includes socio-economic conditions tht' market, marketability of
product, organisational structure and organisational culture (Hollander, 1985). In
addinon to these variables behavioural measures could also be considered when
determining performance (Bass, 1990). The present study used both supervisor and
subordinate ratings. Results would be potentially less biased if more extensive measures
of performance were used.
Future research should consider the concept of self-efficacy within the leadership-
performance domain with other sample". Multiracial, multilingual and differing
educational levels might result in self-efficacy still becoming an essential element in the
leadership - performance domain. Research within industries besides the insurance
industry must be carried out. Testing of the measuring instruments of self-efficacy is
required for industry.
Self-efficacy is one of a host of personal, personality, atti tudinal and behavioural factors
(SUd1 as job involvement, labour turnover, absenteeism and commitment) that may
affect the leadership-performance relationship (Bass, 1990; Bandura, 1986; Dienesch
& Liden, 1986; YukI, 19P'). Research on self-efficacy within the leadership domain
should continue, as past research tends to favour self-efficacy's acceptability within the
industrial domain (Barling & Beattie. 1983; Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Lee & Gillen,
1990; Shelton, 1990).
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A
This Questionnaire fom,« part of an independent research project being conducted by
the Division of Industrial Psychology of the School of Psychology at the University of
the Witwatersrand. As this is an independent research project your CONFIDENTIALITY
is ensured. No persons in your organisation will have access to your responses and
options, so please answer each item as accurately as possible. Please state your NAME,
since additional follow-up questionnaires will be circurated ill a few months' time.
Please provide the following information:
Name: __
Name of the Company:
Name of the Branch:
Age (in years):
Sex: Male I Female
Race: White / Asian I
Home language: English / Afrikaans / Other
Education (highest level passed):
How long have you been employed by your present company?
________ Years Months
f low lung have you been employed in a consulting position?
Years _ Months
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APPENDIX B
This is a questionnaire about your job. Please answer the iollowing questions openly
and honestly. Indicate your answer by marking only one of the four possible responses
to each question with a cross (X) Remember that your answers will remain STRICTLY
CONFrDEl--lTIAL.
1. Do you usually feel that you know where you stand ... do you usually know how
satisfied your immediate supervisor is with what you do?
- always know where I stand
- usually know where i stand
- seldom know where [ stand
- never know where I stand
2. How well do your fed that your immediate supervisor understands your
problems and needs'?
- completely
- well enough
· some but not enough
· not at all
3. How well do you feel that your immediate supervisor recognises your potential?
· fully
· as much as the next person
· some but not enough
· not at all
117
4. Regardless of how much authority your immediate supervisor has built into his
or her position, what are the chances that he or she would be personally inclined
to use power to help you solve problems in your work?
- certainly would
- probably would
- might or might not
- no chance
5. Again, regardless of the "lmouI'.t of formal authority your immediate supervisor
has, to what extent can you count on him a! her to help you OUl at his or her
expense when you really need it'>
- certainly would
- probably would
- might or might not
- no chance
6. r have enough confidence in my immediate supervisor that I would defend or
justify his or her decisions if he or she were not present to de so.
- certainly would
- probably would
- '11aybe
- probably not
118
7. How would you characterise your working relationship with your supervisor?
- extremely effective
.. better than average
- about average
- less than average
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APPENDIX C
To what extent do the following statements reflect your cbility? Place a cross (X) over
the appropriate box. Your responses will remain STRICTLYCONFIDENTIAL.
1. I am good at span and / or outdoor activities.
TO A VERY TO A LITILE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
UTILE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
2. I believe r can succeed in any career.
TO A VERY
LITILE
EXTENT
TO A UTILE SOME TO A GREAT TO P VERY I
EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT
3. [ can son out faults in my sales presentations.
TO A VERY~TO A L
LITILE EXTENT
EXTENT
ITILE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT
4. [ can get my broker to influence other brokers.
TO A VERY
LITfLE
EXTENT
TO A LIn'L
EXTENT
E SOl\tlE TO A GREAT TO A VERY
EXTeNT GREAT
EXTENT
5. [ l-ave the ability to ask questions skillfully.
TO A VERY TO A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
UTILE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
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6. [ . elieve [ can tell the difference between "easy" and "difficult" brokers.
TO A VERY TO A UTTLE LOME TO A GREAT TO A VERYLITTLE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
7. [ am capable of sorting out faults in my solution.
TO A VERY TO A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT
LITTLE F.XTENT EXTENT
EXTENT
TO A VERY
GREAT
I EXTENT
8. I believe I am outgoing in my behaviour.
E SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT
I TO A VERY
UTTLE
EXTENT
9. [ believe I can prepare a good presentation.
TO A VERY TO A I.ITfLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITfLE EXTEI'rr E.' lENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT--
10. I believe [ can provide constant contact with my clients.
TO A VERY TO A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITTLE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
11. [ believe I can control difficult interviews.
_.
TO A VERY TO A UTI'LE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITTLE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
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12. I can get an E¥1?ointment but not sell my ideas on the phone.
TO A VERY TO A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITTLE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
E),TENT EXTENT
13. I am good in relationships.
VERY TO A LITfLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VErry
'LE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
NT EXTENT
14. I can commit myself to periodic service calls.
TO A VERY I TO A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITTLE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
15. I am not able to obtain a broker's affirmation of his problem.
TOAVERY 1
LITTLE E:.
EXTENT
o A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
XTENT EXfENT GREAT
EXTENT
16. I am not S11reof myself.
[
TO A VERY
LITTLE
EXTENT
TO A LITTLE
EXTENT
SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT
17. I believe that I can demonstrate a knowledge of company policy.
TO A VERY TO A LITI·LF. SOME I TO A GREAT TO AVER
LITTLE EXTENT I EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXfENT
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18. I have the ability to determine whether or r ot I can do business with a broker.
-
TO AVERylTO A VERY TO A UTILE SOME TO A GREAT
LITILE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT i
EXTENT EXTENT-.
19. I can calm tensions in my home environment.
TO A VERY IJ~~~,~ITLE[:ME TO A GREAT T0AVER~LITILE EXTENT GRI~AT
EXTENT EX'"SNT J
20. I excel at outdoor sporting activities.
I TO A VERY TO A LITTLE lSOME TO A GREAT TO A VER.YI LITILE EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENTEXTENT
2l. I can project my service as unique.
TO A VERY I 'T" A LITTLE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITTLE ,,-' \IT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT I EXTENT
..J__
22. I am a good mixer in social situations.
TO P. VERY I TO A LITILE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITfLE I EXTENT EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT---
23. I believe I can listen attentively.
TO A vnv TO A' . I"T'LE SOME TO A GREAT TO A VERY
LITfLE EXTH, EXTENT GREAT
EXTENT EXTENT
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24. [ can 1'e501] the need to the client having met his requirements.
TO A VERY
UTILEI EXrENT
;1
TO A UTI LE I SOME
EXTENT __ ....___
TO A GHEAT
EXTENT
TO A VERY
GREAT
EXTENT
1/4
APPENDIX D
The following items deal with various aspects of your job. Please indicate how satisfied
or dissatisfied you are with respect to each of the following aspects of your job by
marking a cross (X) over the relevant box. Remember all answers will remain STRICTLY
CONFtDENTIAL.
A EXfREMELY DISSATISFIED E MODERATELY SATISFIED
B VERY DISSATISFIED F VERY SATISFfED
C MODERATHY DISSATISFIED G EXTREMELY SATISFIED
1. The physical work conditions.
ABC D E F G
2. The freedom to choos« your own method of working.
ABC D E F G
3. Your fellow workers.
ABC D E F G
4. The recovnition you get for good work.
ABC D E F G
5. Your immediate boss.
ABC D E F G
6. The amount of responsibility you are given.
ABC D E F G
7. Your rate of pay.
ABC D E F (j
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8 Your opportunity to use your abilities.
ABC D E F G
9. Industrial relations between management am! workers in your firm.
ABC D E F G
10. Your chance of promotion.
ABC D E F G
11. The way your firm is managed.
ABC D E F G
12. The attention paid to suggestions your make.
A H C [) E F G
13. Your hours of work.
A B ~ D E F G
14. The amount of varierv 111 your job.
ABC [) E F G
15. Your job security.
ABC [) E f G
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/\PPENDIX E
Please indicate appropriate number for each question, in rc . ler' C _
Note, that all answers given will remain STRICTLY CONFiul~l'" l'IAL.
A. DEPENDABILITY:: this subordinates maintains high standards of work and
performs all needed work.
1. Always cuts corners; must be watched closely to make sure work is doi.e right.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. Can be counted on to perform assigned jobs without being watched.
4. Better than 3 but not fully 5.
5. Always can be counted O~I not only to perform assigned jobs without being
watched but also to perform, without being told, other jobs that should bp done.
B. ALERTNESS: this subordinate sees actions •rnd changes which might affect
his/her work.
1. Always fails to see even the big changes in his/her work surroundings until they
are almost out of control.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. Usually sees only the big changes in hi c /her work and surroundings.
4. Better than 3 hut not fully 5.
5. Always sees the little as well as the big changes in his/her work -md
surroundings.
C. SKILL IN DEALfNG WITH PEOPLE: this subordinate does and says the right
things at the right time.
1. In "hot" situations with other people, this person always does and says things
'har make the problem worse.
2. Better than 1 but not fully :3.
3. In "hot" situations with other people, usually does and says things that do not
make the problems worse.
4. Better than :3 but not fully 5.
S. Even in "hot" situations with other people, this person always says the right
things to ccol the people down.
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D. PLAN.NING: this subordinate makes good use of time, equipment and people.
1. Even on daily routine work, this person hardly ever picks out the more important
job to do first, and usually makes poor use of rime, equipment, and people to get
the job done.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. Usually can pick out the most important job to do first and usually makes good
use of time, equipment and people to get the job done.
4. Better than 3 but not fully 5.
5. even when overloaded with work, this person almost always picks out the most
important job to do first, and almost always makes the best i.se of time,
equipment and people to get the job done.
E. KNOW·HOW AND JUDGEMEN~: this subordinate has the know-how and
judgement needed to do the job right.
1. His/her work shows that she/he does not have enough know-how and
judgement needed to do the basic job.
2. Better than 1 bur not fully 3.
3. His/her work shows that she/he has adequate or average know-how and
judgement needed to do the basic job.
4. Better than :3 but not fully 5.
5. His/her work shows that she/he has outstanding know-how and judgement
needed not only to do the basic job, but to foresee and handle unusual job
problems as well.
F. EXPECTED LEVEL OF FUTURE PERFORMANCE: in meeting work standards.
1. This employee will be a clearly unsatisfactory performer.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. This employee will be a satisfactory performer.
4. Better than 3 but not fully 5.
5. This employee will be a dearly outstanding performer.
c. PRESENT LEVEL OF PERFORMANCE: in meeting work standards.
1. This employee is clearly an unsatisfactory performer.
2. Better than 1 but not fully 3.
3. This employee is a satisfactory performer.
4. Better than 3 bUI not fully 5.
5. This employee is clearly an outstanding performer,
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APPENDrX F
TO 1" IE MANAGER
Dear _
I am presently studying for my Masters degree in Industrial Psychology at the University
of the Witwatersrand. My area of study focuses on the relationship between
management effectiveness and organisational outcomes including job satisfaction and
job performance. Following discussions with various senior managers, they have kindly
granted me access to your organisation to conduct the research. Results of these studies
could be of benefit to the organisation.
In order to facilitate this research, Iwould greatly appreciate your cooperation by
completing the attached questionnaires with respect to your broker consultant, which
should not take longer .han 15 minutes. Please note that the name of your broker
consultant appears on each questionnaire. Please complete the questionnaire with
specific reference to that broker consultant.
Although I have agreed to provide your organisation with a summary of the research
findings, all individual responses will be treated with the strictest confidentiality. It will
not be possible to identify any broker consultant or managers responses, or information
pertaining to any single manager. To facilitate this, I have enclosed a self-addressed
envelope. please put your completed questionnaire in the envelope and return it to me
at the University.
Thank you very much for your assistance in this research.
Yours sincerely
DAVID BECKER
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DIE RESTUURDER
Geagte _
Ek studeer tans vir 'n Meestersgraad in Bedryfsielkunde aan die Universiteit van die
Witwatersrand. My srudieveld is roegespirs op die verhouding tussen die bestuurstyl wat
toegepas word in die organisasie en organisatoriese resultate, wat insluit
beroepstevredenheid en werkverrigting, Na samesprekings met verskeie senior
bestuurders, is aan my toegang verleen tot u organisasie om die navorsing uit te voer,
Uiteraard sal die result ate van die navorsing tot voordeel van die organisasie strek.
Ten einde die navorsing te vergemaklik, sal ek dir waardeer indien u so vriendelik sal
wees om u sarnewerking te verleen deur die ingeslote vraelys ten aansien van u
rnakelaar konsultant te voltooi, wat nie langer as hoogstens 15 minute sal duur nie. Let
asseblief daarop dat die naam van een van u makelaar konsultante op elke vraelys
verskyn. Elke vraelys moet voltooi word met spesifieke verwysing na hierdie makelaar
konsultant.
Die vraelys is oorspronklik in Engels opgestel en om die geldigheid en betroubaarheid
daarvan te verseker, het ek besluit am dit nie verder te vertaal nie. Ek hoop dat dit u
nie ongerief sal veroorsaak nie.
Alhoewel ek ooreengekom het om aan u organisasie 'n opsomming van die bevindinge
van die navorsing re verskaf, onderneern ek om aile individuele vraelysre streng
vertroulik te behandel, Dit sal nie moontlik wees om enige inligting met betrekking tot
enige makelaar konsultant of bestuurder te identifiseer nie. Ten einde u saak te
vergernaklik, word 'n gefrankeerde koevert hiermee ingcsluit. Sal ': asseblief u
voltooide vraelys hierby insluit en aan die Universiteit stuur,
U sarnewerking en bydrae ten einde (lit' navorsing re vergemaklik, word opreg
waardcer.
Die uwe
DAVID BECKER
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TO THE BROKER CONSULTANT
Dear _
I am presently studying for my Master degree in Industrial Psychol ,gy at the University
of the Witwarersrand. My area of study focuses on the relationship between managerial
effectiveness and organisational outcomes including job satisfaction and job
performance. Following discussions with various senior managers, they have kindly
granted me access to your company to conduct the present research. Results of the
studies could be of benefit to the organisation. In order to facilitate this research, I
would greatly appreciate your cooperation by completing the attached questionnaire
which should not take longer than 45 to SO minutes.
Although I have agreed to provide your company with a summary of the research
findings, all individual responses will be treated with the strictest confidentiality. It will
not be possible to identify an individual's responses. To facilitate this, I have enclosed a
self-addressed envelope. Please put your completed questionnaire in the envelcpe and
return it to me at the University.
Thank you very much for your assistance in this research.
Yours sincerely
DAVID BECKER
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PIE MAKELAAR KONSULTAN1
Geagte _
Ek stu/leer tans vir 'n Meestersgraad in Bedryfsielkunde aan die Universiteit van die
Witwa ersrand. My studieveld is toegespits op die verhouding tussen die bestuurstyl wat
toegepas word in die organisasie en organisatoriese resultate, wat insluit
beroepstevredenheid en werkverrigting. Na sarnesprekings met verskeie senior
bestuurders, is aan my toegang verleen tot u organisasie om die navorsing uit te veer.
Uireraard sal die resultate van die navorsing tot voordeel van die organisasie strek.
Ten einde die navorsing te vergernaklik, sal ek dit waardeer indien u so vriendelik sal
wees om u samewerking te verleen deur die ingeslote vraelys te voltooi, wat nie langer
as hoogstens 45 tot 50 minute sal dum nie.
Die vraelys is oorspronklik in Engels opgestel en am die geldigheid en betroubaarheid
daarvan te verseker, het ek besluit om dit nie verder te vertaal nie. Ek hoop dat dit u
nie ongerief sal veroorsaak nie.
Alhoewel ek ooreengekom het am aan u organisasie 'n opsomming van die bevir.dinge
van die navorsing te verskaf, onderneern ek om aIle individuele vraelyste streng
vertroulik te behandel. Dit sa; nie rnoonrlik wees om enige inligting met betrekking tot
enige makelaar konsultant of bestuurder te identifiseer nie. Ten einde u saak tf'
vergemaklik, word 'n gefrankeerde koevert hiermee ingesluit. Sal u asseblief u voltooide
vraelys hierby insluit en aan die Universiteit stuur.
u sarnewerking en bydrae ten einde die navorsing te vergemaklik, word opreg
waardeer,
'lie uwe
DAVID 13EC:<ER
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